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Introduction:  A Language  and 
Its  Secrets 


Arabic  has  always  been  a puzzle  to  those  who  delve  into  its  intricacies.  A good 
number  of  medieval  Arabic  grammar  studies  include  the  word  ‘secret’  or 
‘secrets’  in  their  title,  that  of  the  twelfth-century  grammarian  Al-Anbari, 
for  instance,  PAsraar  al-SArabiyya,  ‘The  Secrets  of  Arabic’,  or  Ibn  Jinni’s 
(d.  1002),  Sirr  SinaaSat  al-PSraab , ‘The  Secret  of  the  Craft  of  Grammar 
(or  Inflection)’.  Others  unlock  its  secrets,  such  as  Sakkaki’s  Miftaah 
al-'iUluwm,  ‘The  Key  to  the  Sciences’,  and  some,  like  the  early  tenth-century 
grammarian  Ibn  Al-Sarraj’s  Al-Usuwl  fiy  l-Naftw,  ‘The  Foundations  of  Gram- 
mar’ describe  the  core  of  the  language.  Secrets  abound  no  less  so  today  than 
1,000  years  ago  when  Ibn  Al-Sarraj  was  active.  Indeed,  as  the  modem  linguis- 
tic sciences  expand,  so  too  do  the  questions  contemporary  scholars  ask  of 
the  language. 

It  is  a source  of  endless  fascination,  however,  that  many  issues  which  press 
on  us  today  were  equally  addressed  by  the  founders  and  early  practitioners  of 
Arabic  grammar  as  well.  Through  their  genius  arose  a core  of  linguistic 
thinking  which  was,  in  its  theoretical  underpinnings,  significant  in  its  own 
right,  but  which  also  produced  a descriptive  corpus  of  great  detail.  This 
corpus  entices  with  its  own  secrets,  one  of  which  I seek  to  look  into  in  this 
book.  One  key  in  this  instance  comes  from  the  nineteenth  century  in  the  form 
of  the  comparative  method,  the  secret,  the  form  of  Arabic  spoken  during  and 
before  the  Arabic-Islamic  diaspora  of  the  early  Islamic  era.  To  unravel  it,  it  is 
not  only  the  early  sources  of  Arabic,  or  Old  Arabic  as  I term  the  collective 
early  sources,  which  are  relevant,  but  also  the  vast  fabric  of  contemporary 
spoken  Arabic,  the  Arabic  dialects  which  have  a central  role  to  play.  Bringing 
the  two  sources  together  in  a cooperative,  rather  than  dichotomous,  antag- 
onistic fashion,  as  has  been  a tradition  in  Western  Arabic  studies,  yields  new 
insights  into  the  history  of  Arabic. 
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1.1.  Proto-Arabic,  Basic  Terms 

The  study  of  Arabic  language  history  in  the  Western  scholarly  tradition  does 
not  want  for  terminology.  Old  Arabic  ( Altarabisch ),  Neo-  or  New  Arabic 
( Neuarabisch ),  proto-Neo-Arabic,  proto-peripheral  Arabic,  poetic  koine 
( Dichtersprache ),  and  Middle  Arabic  are  but  some  of  the  terms  encountered. 
To  provide  an  initial  orientation  it  is  useful  to  outline  my  own  basic  vocabu- 
lary used  in  describing  historical  varieties  of  Arabic.  Note  that  I characterize  a 
number  of  the  following  terms  in  a way  different  from  their  current  use  in 
many  Arabicist  circles. 

l.  Proto-Arabic.  The  fundamental  object  of  any  historical  linguistics  is  the 
reconstruction  of  a proto-language.  This  is  a well-known  and  established 
concept  which  will  be  familiar  to  most  readers,  and  which  is  not  dependent 
as  a concept  or  as  a method  of  application  on  the  circumstances  of  any 
individual  language  or  language  family.  The  initial  goal  of  a historical  treat- 
ent  of  Arabic  should  be  the  reconstruction  of  a proto-language.  Curiously, 
among  the  many  terms  in  the  Western  Arabicist  tradition,  proto-Arabic  is  one 
of  study  7 enC°Untered)  thou8h  for  present  purposes  it  is  the  key  object 

workfrTslT^^ Arfif'  Pre"diaSp0riC  Arabic  PlaTs  ^ important  role  in  this 
r^tT1  aSAf0UK°WS-  !e8innin8  ** the  ^-Islamic  expansion  of 

^ Spread  sP-d  throughout  the 

Sfro  founded  a ^ IndkatiVC  d3teS  are’  for  Stance,  Fustat 

inSed  ^ and  lit  Andalusia  (Spain) 

a latitude  streiching  from  ^weL^tfo  SP°ken  aCr°SS 

of  China.  Migrations  into  P f Europe  t0  the  western  border 

intensity  in  different  regions  at  different  n C°n^nued’  t0  differing  degrees  of 
century  With  a laree  scalp  a l • • . Pen°ds>  UP  to  about  the  seventeenth 

,h' **■»»  (Mauritania, 
the  western  Sudanic  reeion  (fn  ommant  influxes  of  Arab  speakers  into 

in  south  central  Turkey  (seventeenth  c^t^rif1  3nd  int°  Cilicia 

its  current  borders  (see  Appendix  i for  rSfobv' 6X531181011  rou8Wy  reached 
panng  the  linguistic  results  of  this  gion-by-region  summanes).  Com- 
and  U,e  Arabic  of  X f”  U2bto“  ^ 

common  Urc  n,o.  pa^X^'lS*  ‘°  ,h“ 

unusual,  are  explained  not  u ■ ^blcb  316  m some  sense  rare  or 

common  origin.  Given  the  gLXtaa 'bX'  dCT'lopn'ent  bul  ^ 
ri.0  cempUbed  are,,  rbie 


place  when  the  ancestral  populations  were  still  together.  This  is  pre-diasporic 
times,  the  Arabic  associated  with  it,  pre-diasporic  Arabic. 

Pre-diasporic  Arabic  is  chronologically  situated.  However,  the  exact  limits 
of  its  extent  are  at  this  point  approximate.  As  an  endpoint,  I propose  790.  This 
in  fact  is  a date  well  after  the  initial  Arab-Islamic  expansion.  The  significance 
of  this  date  is  that  it  is  when  Sibawaih  (d.  177/793,  Islamic/ Christian  calendar) 
was  active  as  a linguist.  To  the  extent  that  any  results  of  reconstruction  based 
on  contemporary  dialects  are  comparable  to  Old  Arabic  sources,  Sibawaih  is 
the  best  point  of  comparison,  since  he  is  the  very  earliest  source  (or,  prob- 
lematically, the  variant  Koranic  reading  tradition,  which  is  a generation  before 
Sibawaih).  Thus,  Sibawaih  is  taken  as  an  eyewitness  to  the  pre-diasporic 
varieties.  This  is,  admittedly,  a convenient  fiction.  Sibawaih  himself,  so  far 
as  is  known,  never  traveled  personally  in  the  Arabian  peninsula  and  therefore 
was  never  eyewitness  to  the  pre-diasporic  homeland  of  Arabic.  He  was  a 
native  Persian  speaker  active  in  Basra  who  knew  about  varieties  of  Arabic 
from  individuals  in  the  Basran  diaspora.  Nonetheless,  nearly  all  tribal  (e.g. 
Qays,  Banu  WaaPil,  Tamimi)  and  areal  (e.g.  Hijaz,  Medina)  designations 
found  in  Sibawaih  are  situated  in  the  Arabian  peninsula,  which  allows  the 
fiction  to  be  associated  with  pre-diasporic  regions. 

For  the  starting  date  one  can  use  the  initial  Arab-Islamic  expansion,  which 
began  around  630.  Kufa  and  Basra,  for  instance,  were  the  first  Islamic  cities 
founded  in  southern  Iraq,  in  16/636  and  17/638  respectively.  Of  course,  an 
Arab  expansion  into  the  lands  bordering  the  Arabian  peninsula  had  begun 
well  before  Islamic  times  (Retso  2003).  However,  as  the  summary  in  the 
previous  paragraph  makes  clear,  it  is  only  in  Islamic  times  that  the  expansion 
moved  well  outside  of  this  area. 

I therefore  propose  the  period  630—790  as  the  era  of  pre-diasporic  Arabic. 
This  is  a terminus  ad  quern.  A form  reconstructed  to  this  era  in  all  likelihood 
existed  before  as  well.  Further  reconstruction  is  thereby  implied,  as  will  be 
elaborated  on  below  in  this  section.  Eventually,  moreover,  it  will  be  desirable 
to  relate  results  of  linguistic  reconstructions  such  as  undertaken  here,  more 
closely  to  population  movements,  as  discussed  at  greater  length  in  1.4  below. 

Pre-diasporic  Arabic  is  a variety  based  on  the  results  of  reconstruction  of 
modern  dialects.  Not  all  such  reconstruction  of  course  leads  to  pre-diasporic 
Arabic.  A great  deal  of  historical  linguistic  development  occurred  locally  in 
the  post-diaspora  era.  What  can  be  reconstructed  as  pre-diasporic  can  only  be 
established  on  a case-by-case  consideration  of  data.  While  pre-diasporic 
Arabic  is  a reconstructed  variety,  it  is  not  necessarily  a unitary  variety.  To 
the  contrary,  it  will  often  lead  to  the  postulation  of  multiple  pre-diasporic 
forms.  In  Ch.  8,  for  instance,  the  2MPL  object  suffix  is  reconstructed  as  *-kum 
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~ *'kUH  ~ *'kU  in  the  Pre-diasPonc  period.  This  is  not  unexpected.  Pre- 
diasponc  Arabic  reconstructed  to  a period  between  630  and  790,  is  roughly  of 

OldTab  r °81Cai  Peri°d  ^ 3re  th£  multifarious  fo^s  discussed  in  the 
Zn^ct  T 7 (SCe  terminolo8ical  Point  and  sect.  ,2  below).  A 

c “pands  and  — p'— « 

kydt^eln  n? '•  d"S'  hoW'ver- add  *"  interpretive 

p"t  A^bk  d?r  I “d  la“r  ™e,ies'  ntntiel  proposed  here, 
defined  in  J «“  ““T""”"  teed  °ld  “frees,  as 

described  here.  3 recon*ructed  pre-diasporic  Arabic,  as 

from  themethodokmic^i1113111  f°CUS  “ °n  pre‘diasPor,c  Arabic.  This  follows 

language  history.  This  win  bl  dlbor!^  dialects  into  Arabic 

where.  However  at  thi!Z; ; ! ted  uPon  in  sect.  1.3  below  and  else- 
neatly  differentiate  nre-di  " •”  ^ research  1 do  n°t  think  it  possible  to 
reconstructed  pre-diasporic  form  °kl  pr°toArablc  on  a Pr>ori  grounds.  A 
well.  P P°nC  f°rm  COuld  tnm  out  to  be  a proto-Arabic  form  as 

~f^XSS^terS  ~ on  a recon- 

Chs.  2 and  6 as  well.  Chanter  » 5 m lts  ent*rety  and  for  the  most  part 

Arabic,  and  the  deeper  level  of  a re“nstructfon  botb  of  pre-diasporic 
latter  treats  only  Old  Arabic  ° rab,C’  3S  do  Cbs-  3 and  4,  though  the 
diasporic  and  proto-AraT 1 ^ 8 also  p™  both  pre- 
the  former.  nstructions,  though  the  weight  there  is  on 

>n  the  Western  tradition  t0  deVd°P  3 proto'Arabic 

mention  just  one:  the  early  Arabirf  d “ he  next  chaPter-  Here  I would 
pre-empt  a need  to  think  in  develonm  ^ S°  nch  311(1  detailed  tbat  they 
a Proto-language  entails  Arabic  pm'"  * t!rms’ wbicb  tbe  reconstruction  of 
sophisticated  Arabic  tradition  in  the^l  CXiStent  3t  the  hands  of  a 
o early  written  sources  Old  Arabic  1 CentUry‘  1 term  the  complex 

in  1,2  be,ow-  Tbis  terminology  js  at  °Se  Utdlzed  ln  tbis  work  are  described 
, Anotherappl.cat.  V3nanCe  **  the  feigning  Arabicist 

branch  ons^thAi^,ig^  which  ^i^attestecf  Pi where  il  referS 


^nch  of  North  ZZ' ^“which^ TZed*  „°^d  (2°°°:  « * ),  where  it  refers 
related  languages  also  aft  Nortb  Fabian  (2000-  ail  L-  d contrasts  Old  Arabic  with  a sister 

North  Arabian  is  that  in  thefom'^k  hlCaUy'  °ne  feature  disTinpi  7 3 8r°Up  of  diverse  but  closely 
Macdonald  does  not  discuss  .h  ! ^ definite  article  is  PI  wh  '>  °ld  Arabic  from  Ancient 

linguistic  construct  “*  '°‘d  W is  to Z ^ *“«  U is  *-  In  *»  article, 

her  thdn  to  n«e  that  i,  is  distina  from fdo^o)0  Arabic  « °ther 
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tradition,  which  conceives  of  Old  Arabic  as  a historical  linguistic  stage,  as  will 
be  elaborated  in  Ch.  2. 

4.  Classical  Arabic,  Modern  Standard  Arabic.  From  among  these  early 
sources  emerged  a most  enigmatic  of  chimeras,  Classical  Arabic.  Whereas  a 
characterization,  even  a definition  of  Classical  Arabic  is  normally  a sine  qua  non 
of  scholarship  on  Arabic  language  history,  I consciously  avoid  giving  it  any 
explicit  content,  even  if  I refer  to  the  entity  at  various  places  in  this  work.  The 
reason  for  this  is  that,  as  Corriente  (1971,  1973,  1975,  1976;  also  Rabin  1955) 
emphasized,  Classical  Arabic  is  the  endpoint  of  a development  within  the 
complex  of  varieties  of  Old  Arabic.  An  adequate  consideration  of  the  forces 
which  brought  Classical  Arabic  into  existence  belongs  within  a broader  study  of 
historical  Arabic  sociolinguistics  and  this  in  turn  requires  a far  more  detailed 
reading  of  the  early  sources,  Sibawaih,  Farra?,  the  Koranic  reading  tradition,  the 
early  compilations  of  Arabic  poetry,  and  so  on,  than  is  possible  or  necessary  here. 
It  will  be  necessary  for  the  sake  of  practical  orientation  to  refer  in  places  to  a set, 
normative  variety  of  Arabic.  For  this  I generally  use  either  the  so-called  ‘Stand- 
ard Arabic’  (or  ‘Modem  Standard  Arabic’),  a largely  standardized  form  of  the 
Classical  language  which  is  taught  in  universities  in  the  West,  and  which  is  close 
to  the  language  of  contemporary  journalism  in  the  Arabic  world. 

5.  Dialect.  A final  term  I use  with  considerable  hesitation  and  with  a touch 
of  misgiving,  and  this  is  ‘dialect’.  Problems  accruing  to  the  use  of  this  term  in 
Old  Arabic  will  be  elaborated  on  in  sect.  1.3  below.  As  far  as  contemporary 
Arabic  goes,  I much  prefer  the  designation,  spoken  Arabic.  A modern  dialect, 
after  all,  is  nothing  more  than  the  Arabic  mother  tongue.  However,  the  well- 
known  circumstance  of  diglossia  renders  a simple  equation  of  mother  tongue 
and  dialect  impossible.  Contemporary  spoken  Arabic  itself  is  a mixture  of  a 
native  dialect  and  the  Standard  Arabic  which  is  learned  in  schools  and  used  in 
much  of  the  Arabic  media.  T.  F.  Mitchell  (1986)  aptly  termed  this  variety 
Educated  Spoken  Arabic. 

1 argue  that  contemporary  Arabic  is  an  essential  part  of  proto-Arabic 
reconstruction.  However,  for  this  purpose  it  is  not  any  part  of  spoken  Arabic 
which  is  relevant,  but  rather  that  part  of  it  which  is  learned  as  the  mother 
tongue.  In  keeping  with  the  Arabicist  tradition,  I term  this  the  dialect. 

t.2.  The  Early  Sources 

Arabic  is  blessed  by  a relatively  large  quantity  of  early  material,  in  terms  of 
the  history  of  Western  scholarship,  perhaps  too  much.  The  plenitude  of 
early  material  I suspect  detracted  from  the  need  to  incorporate  later 
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and  so  it  is  not  until  this  date  that  CentU,17  by  Ibn  Mulahld  (d-  324/936), 
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are  explored  in  minute  detail.2  Sibawaih’s  importance  in  an  interpretation  of 
language  history  will  be  apparent  at  many  places  in  this  book.  A second  great 
contribution  to  early  Arabic  linguistic  thought  was  the  work  of  the  Koranic 
commentator  Farra?  (d.  207/822).  In  over  1,000  pages,  Farra?  commented  on 
many  linguistic  aspects  of  the  QurPaan  in  a work  bearing  the  title  ‘The 
Meanings  of  the  QurPaan’. 

These  two  works  set  the  stage  for  a spate  of  philological  activity  on 
grammar  and  lexicography  by  other  linguists,  a number  of  whom  will  be 
introduced  in  subsequent  chapters.  Since,  quite  obviously,  these  earliest 
grammarians  had  no  preconceived  model  of  a standard  variety  of  Arabic, 
there  is  found  especially  in  their  work  a great  number  of  observations  on 
various  grammatical  and  phonological  constructions  and  vocabulary.  These 
earliest  sources  themselves  at  times  report  on  such  an  early  diversity  that  even 
in  the  Classical  era  the  comparative  method  needs  to  be  applied  to  reconstruct 
a plausible  source  (see  e.g.  Ch.  7 on  imala). 

With  an  increasing  standardization  later  grammarians,  beginning  around 
the  early  fourth/tenth  centuries,  had  little  new  to  offer  as  far  as  variational 
data  goes,  except  for  those  with  a penchant  for  gathering  anecdotes  and 
observations  from  earlier  sources  (e.g.  the  tireless  fifteenth-century  grammar- 
ian Suyuti).  I leave  these  later  sources  largely  untouched,  as  by  and  large  they 
repeat  the  variational  observations  of  the  earliest  grammarians.3 

There  are  two  further  early  sources  with  which  I do  not  deal.  One  is  so-called 
Middle  Arabic,  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  the  next  chapter  (sect.  2.3.3).  Midd- 
le Arabic  texts  begin  to  be  relatively  numerous  in  the  tenth  century.  As  I, 
along  with  many  other  scholars  today  (see  summary  in  Larcher  2001), 
view  these  as  having  a literary  Arabic  as  their  basis,  with  various  dialectal 
intrusions,  it  is  very  difficult  to  integrate  them  casually  into  a consideration  of 
Arabic  language  history.  The  time  will  probably  come  when  use  will  be  made 


2 Contrary  to  popular  belief  among  some  Arabicists  (e.g.  Mol  2003: 15),  Koranic  Arabic  was  not  the 
most  important  variety  serving  as  a basis  for  Sibawaih’s  analysis.  This  follows  alone  from  the  fact  that 
the  linguistic  form  of  the  QurPaan  was  itself  during  Sibawaih’s  lifetime  still  in  the  process  of  being  fixed 
according  to  the  various  parameters  of  the  QiraaPaat  tradition.  An  adequate  linguistic  summary  of 
what  sources  were  used  by  Sibawaih  is  so  inextricably  tied  to  his  linguistic  methodology  that  it  is  an 
issue  which,  as  an  independent  variable,  needs  to  be  treated  in  a separate  work.  To  give  one  concrete 
indication  of  the  relative  unimportance  of  the  Koranic  text  for  Sibawaih  s grammar,  in  the  fifteen  pages 
devoted  to  Pimaala  (=  imala),  discussed  in  detail  in  Ch.  7 below  (see  particularly  Table  7.1),  the 
QurPaan  and  the  Koranic  readers  are  hardly  mentioned. 

3 Correlating  later  with  earlier  works  in  this  regard  is  a separate  study  in  and  of  itself,  see  e.g.  Ch.  7 
n.  13.  In  App.  3 1 give  one  indication  for  how  my  assumption  is  substantiated  on  the  basis  of  a 
comparison  between  Sibawaih’s  treatment  of  imala  and  that  of  Zamaxshan,  who  lived  three  and  a half 
centuries  after  Sibawaih. 
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of  them,  but  before  that  happens  the  Middle  Arabic  texts  themselves  will  need 
greater  scrutiny  and  analysis. 

The  other  is  early  Arabic  poetry  (pre-Islamic,  early  Islamic).  There  are 
considerable  difficulties  in  gauging  the  authenticity  and  status  of  this  oeuvre 
(Blachere  1980:  ch.  2 is  a good  summary  of  issues,  complemented  by  Zwettler 
1978  for  the  orality  factor).  Not  least  is  the  fact  that  the  collection  and 
systematization  of  the  pre-Islamic  and  early  Islamic  poetry  was  part  and 
parcel  of  the  same  intellectual  milieu  that  saw  the  systematization  of  grammar 
an  the  canonization  of  Koranic  variants,  namely  the  eighth  and  ninth 
centunes.  In  fact  most  of  today’s  collections  can  be  traced  most  directly 

(dt  thC  8enmti0n  after  Sibawaih’  such  Asma<ii 

nsieht  n i'  ei8hth'century  is  again  in  place,  which  veils  a direct 
facT  ffie  lan^  ““J  Nonetheless,  or  perhaps  because  of  this 

referred  to  as  h ?***  “ freqUently 

the  laneuapp  nfth'  /n  ' °me  scbo  ars  ecluate  Classical  Arabic  with 

may  be  saffi  ( BrotkNmann  1908: 23;  Fuck  ,950;  Bellamy  1985).  It 

,3'  “odem Diltes A-»ic 

" Lnd“  "*  “ - -coun,  of  Arabic 
Ideally ^the  cornel"  ^ *h'  "**  °f  comparative  method, 
its  daughters.  The  daughters  are  connejTd  Umts'  * Pr0,°-language  and 
linguistic  rules,  sometimes  called  ‘laws’  Lad^  Pr0t°'language  bT  a set  of 
language  should  describe  the  ml  u . • , dequate  historical  account  of  a 
its  daughter  varieties  In  Arabic*  tlT  W * * proto'lan8uage  develops  into 
varieties.  The  question  is,  whose  dauglt^am  th^yT  ***  "*  *”*** 

^X2002'  *nn  koine’  in  this  context  is  not  a 
2 u 22  °U‘  °f  alten,ative  variants  show  characteristics  of  simplifica- 

.8o> Mt  does  have  a structural  unity,  though  X fot^ea  * by  scholars,  Blachere  1980: 

Brod 2 °f  US  era'  sh°^  be  Jn  L l ' a?hat  *"  aro*  » a process  of  koinization. 
he  WtTlT,  ^ ('908:  *>•  P°ctic  texts  7221T2  " 3 deSCriPtive  statement.  Against 
UXaf  d,alec,s  *r  !amme ^ ^ 3 Penod  than  arewhat 

later  ^22172^  ^ ^222122^  •***“  ‘anguage  (Dichter- 

early  tects  ch™  f <*ot°m“i“«>n  u simply  fake  as  B adW  k"  what  he  terms  ‘dialects’  from  a 

eSt^?*  -V  P^ionT^e  I blrly°bSerVeS-  ^ problem  of  dating 
"o'1"9'  'hPPi'' 1 983/1999  on  Koramc  exit)  *e  lslamic  fences  (see 
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As  I will  argue  throughout  this  book,  there  is  little  serious  application  of  the 
comparative  method  in  an  account  of  the  historical  development  of  contem- 
porary spoken  Arabic.  I think  three  reasons  play  a role  in  this  failure,  all 
of  which  have  more  to  do  with  the  sociopolitical  status  of  the  modern 
dialects  and  the  history  of  their  treatment  in  the  West  than  with  linguistic 
methodology. 

The  first  concerns  the  relationship  between  Classical  Arabic  and  the  mod- 
em dialects,  in  particular  the  fact  that  the  modem  dialects  have  no  official 
legitimization  in  the  Arabic  world.  To  set  the  two  on  an  equivalent  basis, 
which  is  what  a dispassionate  comparativist  account  must  do,  could  be 
interpreted  as  calling  into  question  the  asymmetric  diglossic  relationship 
(Ferguson  1959a)  between  the  high  Classical  (or  Modern  Standard)  variety 
and  the  low  dialect. 

A second  reason  I believe  is  simply  one  of  convenience.  The  Classical 
language  offers  a ready-made  starting  point  for  the  summary  of  the  history 
of  Arabic.  Fuck’s  prestigious  Arabiya,  discussed  in  the  next  chapter  (sect. 
2.3.2),  offers  a history  of  Arabic  (subtitle,  Untersuchungen  zur  arabischen 
Sprach-  und  Stil  geschichte  [my  emphasis])  which  starts  with  the  literary 
language  and  makes  little  serious  attempt  to  incorporate  dialect  material 
(however  defined,  see  Spitaler’s  review  of  1953)-  While  the  title  speaks  both 
of  language  and  stylistic  history,  it  is  in  fact  the  latter  which  takes  up  the  lion  s 
share  of  the  work. 

A third  reason  combines  two  perspectives.  The  oldest  detailed  accounts  of 
Classical  Arabic  are  undeniably  older,  by  a range  of  some  1,000  years,  than  any 
detailed  accounts  of  the  modern  dialects.  Coupled  with  this  is  an  assumed 
greater  complexity  of  the  Classical  language  relative  to  the  dialects  (see 
e.g.  Ferguson  1959b:  1.6.6  for  further  details).  Linking  these  two  perspectives, 
it  is  a relatively  easy  step  to  interpret  the  modem  dialects  as  the  simplified 
or  even  bastardized  offspring  of  an  older,  more  perfect  Classical  variety 
(Mahdi  1984:  37). 6 

Taking  these  three  perspectives  in  order  critically  and  beginning  with  the 
first,  while  comparing  the  dialects  with  the  Classical  language  on  an  equal 
footing  would  be  relatively  uncontroversial  among  many  linguists,  the 
comparison  might  be  misunderstood  for  cultural  reasons.  It  may  well  be 
assumed  for  instance  that  a declaration  of  linguistic  equivalence  (as  it  were) 

6 Mahdi  admonishes  us  to  study  the  dialects  in  order  that  the  negative  influences  (sicknesses, 
famraad)  of  the  dialect  on  the  standard  language  (fushaa)  be  eradicated.  That  is,  one  studies  the 
dialects  not  to  shed  light  on  the  Arabic  language  as  a whole,  but  rather  to  purify  the  standard.  Where 
Chejne’s  (1969)  ‘The  Arabic  Language’  mentions  the  dialects  it  is  often  in  a derogatory  context  (e.g. 
84),  though  the  discussion  of  language  policy  in  the  final  chapters  is  balanced. 
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is  tantamount  to  a statement  of  cultural  and  political  equality  between  the 
dialects  and  the  Classical  language.  Logically,  however,  linguistic  reconstruc- 
tion is  independent  of  cultural  and  political  considerations. 

Considering  the  second  point,  convenience  is  no  substitute  for  consistent 
application  of  a well-tested  methodology.?  Just  why  few  serious  attempts  have 
been  made  to  reconstruct  proto-Arabic  is  ultimately  a question  for  the 
istonan  of  Arabic  and  Semitic  studies.  One  reason,  I suspect,  is  the  (under- 
standable) preference  among  philologists  for  the  written  word  (Classical 
ra  ic)  over  the  spoken  (dialects).  What  is  not  written  is  not  fully  legitimate. 

oZl?aC^TematedJCOmparatiVe  StudiCS  ofArablc-  a"d  more  generally 
tended  Jb  H **  firSt  half  of  the  twentieth  century  have 

i960  there  h b 7 phil°logistS-8  In  more  re«nt  years,  since  about 

and  sodohnv  7™  * maaAMe  growth  " interest  in  modem  dialectal 
ALsZlTT  TCCtS  Arabk  (See  e-g-  part  2-  1987  of  the  journal 
soi  iS  0mer’  6 beCn  lar§dy  rCStricted  t0  descriptive  and 
^ t0  ^ eXdUSi°n  °f  < comparative  perspectives. 
reconZaLn  is  22  P°mt’  “ “ ^ that  the  relative  of  diachronic 
time  of  the  Gregorian  r WOrk  wilh*  rather  than  the  absolute 

sive  sources  of  Classical  Arabic  datTfrom  ^S°1UtC  ^ ^ e3rlieSt’  CXten' 
These  are  far  younger  than  tho  i-  ^ Seventh  or  ei8hth  centuries, 
about  2500  bc.  No  Semiticists  hoIT  ^ ” f°r  Akkadian’  datin8  from 

must  be  assumed  to  represent  the  eTv*'  7°^  3r8Ue  thatAkkadian  therefore 
is  criterial  is  the  relative  time-  1 u St3te  tbe  ^emitic:  languages.  What 
comparative  method  Here  it  ^ ^ * 1Cb  develoPs  from  the  application  of  the 
terms)  ^ ** the  young"  absolute 

(e-g- a complete  set  of  differentiated  ° Cr  mventorT  of  phonological  elements 
1980:  24)  than  does  ^ 0ide^edmphltl?  correspondences,  Moscatietal. 
logical  inventory  one  ^ sav  t0  the  "'Semitic  phono- 

preserved  (in  the  sense  that  it  has 

principle  to  any  comparison  between^  he^  T'08.0115  argument  aPPlies  in 
language:  a priori  (i.e.  prior  to  th  modern  dialects  and  the  Classical 

and/or  internal  reconstruction)  one  do!l  ^,7  °f  the  comParative  method 
on)  one  does  not  know  whether  a given  trait  in  a 

AJcL'dSt*!!5  P?PCe  to  lively  on  phonology. 

^ °h'dest  ln<*ePen<tent  Semitic  1—  T"  ’ ^9°8/l98l:  6)  “"'ent.on  that 

°PlX  « on;7Ver'.n°  way°f  Proving  tha,  irfolder  ,h;  bly  **  °WeSt  °ne  “ 

grounds,  Diakono^,^^  Pr°tO  West  SeB^c  such  as  Brodc^^?b‘C  °r  pr°t0’EthioPic  (as 
which  would  , 9 assumes  a dialectal  different:!..:  ann  assumes).  On  comparative 

AUST  ade<,Uate  *«  for  a differentials “"of  fTf*  “ ^°°°  BC’ 

Arabic  to  have  arisen,  parallel  to 
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dialect  is  ‘older’  (in  relative  terms),  ‘younger’  or  ‘equivalent’  to  a comparable 
trait  in  the  Classical  language. 

Because  it  is  so  important,  it  is  relevant  here  to  consider  three  further 
aspects  of  the  term  ‘Arabic  dialect’. 

First,  there  is  the  issue  of  what  constitutes  information  on  an  Arabic  dialect. 
In  the  contemporary  era,  I believe  it  fairly  uncontroversial  that  the  dialect  is 
simply  the  Li  of  native  speakers.  These  native  varieties  may  be  differentiated 
by  classical  dialectological  methods,  using  bundles  of  isoglosses  to  define 
dialect  areas.  As  may  be  gleaned  from  the  previous  discussion,  it  is  far  more 
difficult  to  agree  on  what  constitutes  a ‘dialect’  in  the  classical  era.  A basic 
problem  in  my  view  is  that  from  the  perspective  of  the  on-site  observers  in  the 
late  eighth  and  early  ninth  centuries,  linguists  such  as  Sibawaih  and  Farra?, 
the  dialect-Classical  Arabic  distinction  did  not  exist  as  it  came  to  be  under- 
stood by  later  linguists,  such  as  Sarraj  (d.  316/928)  in  the  early  tenth  or  by 
modern  (or  fairly  modern)  observers  such  as  Brockelmann  or  Fischer.  Thus,  a 
feature  which  by  modern,  or  even  by  tenth-century  standards  such  as  the 
2FSG  object  suffix  -fi,  as  in  inna-fi  ‘that-you.F’  is  clearly  ‘dialectal’  was  not 
conceived  of  as  such  by  Sibawaih  (II:  322;  see  sect.  8.7.4  below;  Owens  2004). 
This  point  is  a very  large  issue  which  can  only  be  sketched  here.  The  issue  of 
Arabic  historical  sociolinguistics  has  yet  to  be  dealt  with  systematically. 
Without  having  the  space  to  argue  the  point  in  detail,  the  position  taken 
here  is  that  methodologically  it  is  necessary  to  distinguish  between  linguistic 
and  sociolinguistic  aspects  of  Arabic  for  purposes  of  interpreting  Arabic 
linguistic  history.  Linguistically  I put  all  linguistic  material,  whether  that 
which  became  canonized  in  the  classical  language  (the  fushaa),  or  that 
which  may  popularly  be  understood  as  dialectal,  potentially9  on  a par  for 
purposes  of  reconstructing  the  language  history.  Sociolinguistically  all  var- 
ieties are  not  equal,  as  many  recent  studies  have  shown.  Sociolinguistic 
prestige  should  not,  however,  imply  precedence  in  interpreting  language 
history.  As  a terminological  point,  for  reasons  given  in  the  next  paragraph,  I 
use  the  term  ‘varieties’  of  Old  Arabic,  rather  than  dialect  of  Old  Arabic  when 
speaking  of  variants  attested  in  old  sources. 

Secondly,  it  is  not  possible  to  put  material  from  Old  Arabic  on  a par  with 
modern  ones  for  basic  descriptive  reasons.  As  far  as  old  varieties  go,  while 
tantalizing  bits  and  pieces  of  odd  material  from  a variety  of  sources  exist  (e.g. 
in  Sibawaih,  the  Koranic  reading  tradition),  there  is  nowhere  near  enough  to 
construct  an  old  dialectology  in  the  sense  of  having  a relatively  complete 

9 This  caveat  is  important.  A demonstrable  innovation  found  in  a modem  dialect  cannot  be  used  to 
reconstruct  proto- Arabic. 
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phonological  and  morphological  account  of  discrete  dialects.10  This  is  one 
reason  I prefer  the  term  ‘varieties’  of  Old  Arabic. 

To  illustrate  this  point  an  example  from  Rabin  (1951)  may  be  adduced. 
Rabin’s  is  the  most  detailed  attempt  to  describe  an  Old  Arabic  dialect,  which 
he  terms  ancient  West  Arabian.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  his  description, 
admirable  though  it  is,  is  not  a comparative  dialectology  in  a modem  sense, 
nor  can  it  be  as  the  sources  for  such  an  undertaking  are  simply  not  available. 
What  Rabin  did  was  to  sift  through  many  Old  Arabic  sources,  covering  the 
region  from  Medina  into  Yemen,  and  identify  local  variants  distinct  from 
Classical  Arabic.  In  Yemen,  Medina,  ?Azd,  Bakr,  and  Qays  there  is  informa- 
tion about  the  variant  Santa  for  ‘give’  (30,  CA  PaStaa),  among  Hudhail  (east 
of  Mecca)  and  Taghlib  (Iraq)  about  the  weakening  of  an  initial  hamza 
(glottal  stop)  to  /w/  or  lyl  (82),  in  the  Hijaz  about  the  disappearance  of  the 
glottal  stop  (131).  There  is  not  a single  feature,  however,  which  is  systematic- 
ally described  in  the  old  literature  in  the  form  of  a modem  isogloss.  The 
critical  perspective  here  is  the  same  as  the  general  one  for  application  of  the 
comparative  method:  just  as  an  historical  linguistics  requires  at  least  the 
mpt  to  app  y the  comparative  method,  so  too  does  a dialectology  require 
systematic  application  of  dialectological  sampling  methods.  I should  empha- 
size that  these  critical  remarks  are  not  directed  against  the  remarkable  obser- 

mCntS  °f  thC  ^ grammarians  but  rather  at  the  unstated 
— am0ng  S°me  “temporary  Arabicists  that  an  old  dialectology 

motoIS11KTChiS  fortun,tel*  * Native  surfeit  of  information  on 

ore™  o h 'i  r 'n,POrt“,  m«h°‘i»l°gical  consequences  in  the 

»7wl,k  mv  LT  t'  “mPra,‘Ve  S'Udy  “-tempotary  dialects 
”L  ^ rath"  th“  8°"8  “ reverse  direction, 

across  all  domains  oTgrammlr"’"'5 SyS“maUcselsofdalac“l>ecompared 

ition  between  ‘dialect’  vs  ‘Standard  MK ^ *°  modem  °PP°S' 

sofarasofficialt,cS„hi„„“„A"h ^ 0n]y ,h' ‘“e' » <l>e ‘real’ Arabic 

Old  Arabic  ‘dialectsMs  to  ablc  “u"tnK  S°es,  and  similarly  to  speak  of 
opposed  die  anthe^c’ 

00.  » much  a spa, id  hnguisdc  desigmttion  as  a'^Udc^TJZd  a 


modem  dialect,  which  roug%  for  ins,an<e  ‘u"‘  that  there  are  no 

dvt-oc. 4*cl  Hi,  cUhh,  however,  male*  the 
idea  of  finding  detailed  correlations.  ^ °f  °ld  Arabic  dialectology  to  entertain  the 
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negative  one  at  that.  This  aspect  of  the  term  ‘Arabic  dialect’  falls  outside  the 
scope  of  the  present  book. 

1.4.  Scope  of  Work 

The  book  falls  within  the  broad  domain  of  historical  linguistics.  The  essential 
element  in  historical  linguistics  is  an  application  of  the  comparative  method, 
without  which  historical  linguistics  as  we  know  it  would  not  exist.  This  is  one 
of  the  great  advances  in  the  history  of  language  studies,  in  theory  allowing  one 
to  trace  a branching  differentiation  of  languages  or  dialects  back  to  a common 
ancestor.  This  is  effected  via  reconstructing  unitary  proto-forms  from  differ- 
entiated daughter  varieties,  via  rules  of  change.  To  take  a simple  example  from 
the  current  work,  all  varieties  of  Arabic  (aside  from  Creole  and  pidgin 
varieties)  minimally  mark  the  first  person  singular  of  the  perfect  verb  with  -t. 

(1)  Cairene  Iraqi  qultu  Najdi  Nigerian  Arabic 
katab-t  katab-tu  kitab-t  katab  ~ katab-t-x 

Nigerian  Arabic,  and  west  Sudanic  Arabic  in  general,  has  an  unusual  variation 
in  this  respect.  The  -t  appears  only  before  a suffix  (to  simplify  matters).  Even 
where  the  -t  does  not  appear,  however,  its  presence  is  felt  by  the  stress 
attraction,  explicable  if  it  is  assumed  that  -t  is  present  in  an  underlying 
representation,  hence  the  contrast,  'katab  ‘he  wrote  vs.  katab  I wrote.  Clearly 
the  ‘loss’  of  the  final  - tin  certain  contexts  in  Nigerian  Arabic  is  an  innovation 
in  Arabic.  This  is  apparent  in  two  ways:  all  other  varieties  maintain  a -t,  and  a 
specific  historical  rule  can  be  ascertained  ‘explaining  the  lack  of -tin  Nigerian 
Arabic.  Looking  at  the  matter  in  a reverse  order  is  unnecessarily  complicated 
and  unrealistic:  if  the  Nigerian  Arabic  situation  were  the  original,  one  would 
have  to  explain  how  a -t  came  to  appear  in  all  contexts  in  all  other  varieties  of 
Arabic.  On  this  basis  a *-t  (or  *-tu)  can  be  reconstructed  for  the  1SG  perfect 
suffix.  This  proto-form  is  carried  forward  in  most  dialects,  but  in  Nigerian 
Arabic  it  splits  according  to  morpho-phonological  context. 


t t-0 


Roughly  and  glossing  over  many  details  (see  (1)  in  sect.  5.2.4),  the  rule  for  the 
split  is  that  -t  — > 0 before  # (see  Ch.  6 n.  2 for  discussion). 

(2)  t -*  0 


# 
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It  can  be  seen  that  via  the  comparative  method  contemporary  variation  can 
often  be  explained  as  arising  from  a more  uniform  proto-variety.  Chapters  7 
and  parts  of  8 in  particular  exemplify  this  perspective  of  the  comparative 
method  in  greater  detail. 

However,  in  recent  years  limits  to  the  application  of  the  comparative 
method  have  been  pointed  out  or  re-emphasized.11  Some  components  of 
grammar  probably  do  not  lend  themselves  to  an  application  of  the  method 
to  any  considerable  time  depth  (Owens  1996),  while  effects  of  intensive  lan- 
guage contact  will  often  make  an  application  of  the  method  impossible  (Durie 
andRossi996).In  the  present  data  as  well,  phenomena  will  be  highlighted  both 

a rrt1  and  in  the  oid  ^ s°urces  which  d° not  neces- 

oSS  Unam?'gUOUS  Proto'forms<  or  which  clearly  point  to  the  existence 
™r0na,,l''^diasP»*|evela„dperhapsa,,h.p,ot„. 
MoJr  o ,h“t  "d  pamof8  W"5™'  *his  P«sp ective. 

the  histofv  „fh  f"*''  °f  1 ”S“'StiC  trea,nKnt  of  Arabic,  it  is  a truism  that 
peopbi  lw"?T  “ iWima,ely  b°Und  “P  "i,h  ,he  of  the 

tapomm  l 'f,:''  " Tf  Cildes  0f  ^Krabip  this  truism  ^elds  an 
,h ' Panicnla^ in  lacking  long-term 

.iorhXt,irrr:„mnhod  app,ied  ,o  r- ^ pU- 

relation  between  lanm  a reconstruct  population  movements.  The 
important  debate  in  ST  v!^  P°pulation  movement,  for  instance,  was  an 

*£  ,bc  t “d  early  19705  GMhri[ 

mirror  for  certain  hictr>  • 1 ° records  exist,  the  use  of  language  as  a 

certainly  the  case  with  Arabic  t0  be  ne8lected-  This  is 

tively  speaking,  a wealth  nf  • 1S  1S  ^S°  unPortunate-  There  is,  compara- 
spread  of  Arabic  tribes  beginn™^0  S°UrCes  describing  the  distribution  and 
2003  for  summaries)  and  contin§  m P.re'Islamic  times  (Blachere  1980:  i;  Retso 
Already  m the  * diaspora  Conner  1981). 

peninsula  towards  the  northed  ™.0vements  from  tbe  southwest  Arabian 
reported.  Arabs  had  also  settled  " h!°  Syria’ and  the  Euphrates  are 

division  was  between  the  south  C ^ fde  *ong  2000:  *3)-  A major 
mously  identified  as  Qahtaan  and  A[abian  tnbes>  sometimes  epony- 
SAdnaan  (also  identified  as  Rah'vS  & a°d  eaSt  Arabian  groupings  of 
*bows,  tribal  ^ * Retsd  (-3:  * 102) 

of  contemporary  pofifical  vicissitudes  ^ "*** 

d therefore  be  naive  to  expect 
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anything  like  a one-to-one  relation  between  dialect  and  tribe.  In  contempor- 
ary times,  there  is  relatively  little  linguistic  import  attached  to  the  identically 
named  Banu  Hassan  of  Mauritania  and  Beneesan  ( < Banu  Hassan)  of  Borno 
in  Nigeria,  even  if  it  is  plausible  that  both  had  a common  ancestral  origin  in 
the  Nile  valley.  An  association  between  pre-Islamic  Arabic  dialectology  and 
pre-Islamic  tribal  affiliation  is  an  even  riskier  proposition.  Names  of  groups 
change  in  different  ways  from  the  dialects  they  speak.  Nonetheless,  leaving  all 
caveats  aside,  it  may  be  suggested  that  if  a comparative  linguistic  history  of 
Arabic  working  from  pre-Islamic  times  up  to  the  present  is  attempted,  the 
question  can  also  be  addressed  of  the  extent  to  which  the  historically  attested 
tribal  migrations  correlate  with  historical  linguistic  reconstructions.  The 
current  situation  with  Arabic  comparative  linguistic  history,  characterized 
as  it  is  by  a few  simple  dichotomies  (see  below,  sect.  1.6.7  and  Ch.  2),  can  only 
be  improved  on.  I would  suggest  here  that  a far  more  detailed  and  systematic 
linguistic  reconstruction  of  Arabic  will  eventually  allow  one  to  countenance 
closer  correlations  with  historical  movements  and  events  documented  in 
written  sources. 

In  short,  scholars  are  further  along  in  summarizing  and  interpreting  the 
written  historical  sources  than  the  linguistic.  I therefore  concentrate  exclu- 
sively on  the  latter,  emphasizing  the  direct  and  systematic  links  that  can  be 
drawn  between  contemporary  spoken  Arabic  and  Old  Arabic  sources. 

1.5.  Language  Change  and  Language  Transmission 

The  relation  between  language  and  history  sketched  in  the  previous  section  is 
closely  related  to  another  theme  which  has  gained  or  regained  the  attention  of 
linguists  in  recent  years,  namely  the  conditions  under  which  language  is 
transmitted  from  generation  to  generation.  This  issue  figured  prominently 
as  an  assumption  in  the  work  of  Thomason  and  Kaufman  (1988),  who  assume 
the  unmarked  situation  to  be  a complete  transmission  of  a language  from 
one  generation  to  another. 

This  question  is  obviously  central  to  an  understanding  of  the  history  of 
Arabic,  since  it  is  a language  which,  in  the  course  of  its  spread  over  a large 
geographical  expanse,  has  acquired  many  speakers  via  shift.  At  the  outset  I will 
make  clear  that  this  is  also  a question,  as  with  the  general  theme  of  the  relation 
between  history  and  language  sketched  in  the  previous  section,  which  will  not 
be  dealt  with  in  this  book.  There  are  two  main  reasons  for  this,  both  of  which 
derive  from  the  observation  that  an  automatic  link  between  language  change 
and  the  way  language  is  transmitted  has  not  been  established.  One  reason  is 
linguistic,  the  other  extra-linguistic. 
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Beginning  with  the  first,  there  have  been  no  attempts  to  establish  constants 
o change  for  languages  as  a whole.  To  be  sure,  there  have  been  suggestions  for 
specific  subcomponents  of  language,  most  notably  lexical  change  in  the  well- 
known  theory  of  lexicostatistics  developed  by  Morris  Swadesh.  As  the  articles 
m the  two  volumes  of  Renfrew  et  al.  (2000)  indicate,  however,  there  is  no 
consensus  as  to  whether  lexicostatistics  is  at  all  possible,  some  rejecting  it 
outnght^e.g.  Mat.soff  2o°o)>  while  others  (e.g.  Ehret  2000)  claim  validity  for 
oam  L °f  ' XY°nd  thC  banal  observati™  that  languages  or 

unchanvedf  “?  beC°me  ^ COmplex’  or  ^main  relatively 

av^ble  wh  ch  7 l0ngU]Peri0dS  °f  timC’  n°  Predictive  ““als  ■" 

ollan  e!  a even  indicate  for  a given  period  of  time,  what  sort 

ot  changes  a language  will  be  expected  to  undergo  12 

mM„7*deratar'Mra'li',8,1“!iC  ^ cons,itu,i™  of  the  concept  of  trans- 
o XTc  ^ The  numb"  °f  SP^S,  deg,,*  of  multi- 
contact  ^and  f”°”8  la”8n«8es/speakers  of  the  languages  in 

tali' Treh  ' ““  rela,i°“  ““»>8  -he  speakere  of  the 

■*"“  ^ enough 

rtrly  “mpie,e  a-“‘  ssTo'::;  “4  *” * is 

has  bee^doc^^^I^rak)|^  and *an8ua8e change 

linguistic  effects  themselves  and  m USUaliy  be8"lnm8  with 

perspective  „as  fr°m  lh™  <»  *0  social.  This 

Kaufman  (1988),  who  studied  piJsslon  in  the  work  of  Thomason  and 
instances  of  language  °r  **  -ell-documented 

factors  which  could  support  the  type  ofcha^™/0  ^ br°ad  sociolinguistic 
hints  that  robust  historical  cnn-el  t-  °ge  documented.  While  this  work 

specific  links  ofthe  type:  given  sociol  IOnS  may  **  recoverable>  il  offers  few 

tic  change  1.  mguistic  configuration  c,  expect  linguis- 

ertreme  which  indeed  crafiml'fl^arkiah3515  °f  be8innin8  at  an 

the  formation  of  a creole.  The  historical  “ C0I”ponent  of  language,  namely 
in  most  instances,  extremes  of  °f  ^ langUaSes  shows  that 

formation.  Multilingual  poDulatinn!  I ^ 3 prerequisite  for  creole 

populations  are  thrown  together,  have  limited  access 

might  °CCUr’  ^ a “rtainde^oTs^i'  i™  °ften  **  made  about  what 
broad  co^Iati  n ^,C,°mmUnity''  Kusters  (2003)  usS n ^T**"^1*  information  about  the 
correlations  between  linguistic  change  ^ » part  data  from  Reties  of  Arabic,  suggests 
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to  a dominant  lingua  franca  whose  speakers,  in  any  case,  are  of  a higher  and 
largely  inaccessible  social  status,  and  from  this  mix  evolves  a lingua  franca  of 
the  dominated  multilingual  population,  the  creole.  A number  of  careful 
sociohistorical  studies,  beginning  with  Chaudenson  (1979),  have  documented 
this  relationship,  and  have  shown  that  altering  certain  variables,  for  instance 
increasing  the  number  of  speakers  of  the  dominant  language,  will  affect  the 
creolization  outcome. 

Arabic  is  among  the  languages  with  a contemporary  creole  variety,  and  the 
history  of  its  formation  in  the  southern  Sudan  of  the  nineteenth  century 
exhibits  classic  elements  of  creole  formation.  The  language  itself,  mutually 
unintelligible  with  Arabic,  is  simplified  relative  to  any  variety  of  Arabic  (see 
sect.  1.6.4),  and  this  simplification  occurred  in  an  environment  of  great  social 
upheaval.13  The  resulting  creole  Arabic  which  evolved  was  a symbol  of  a social 
class  midway  between  the  dominant  northern  Egyptian/Sudanese  and  Euro- 
peans on  the  one  hand,  and  dominated  tribal  societies  on  the  other  (Owens 
1997)- 

At  one  extreme,  therefore,  the  extra-linguistic  components  of  transmission 
clearly  and  radically  impinge  on  the  form  of  language  which  is  transmitted,  or 
which  evolves.  Creole  Arabic,  however,  is  a small  chapter  in  the  history  of 
Arabic,  which  hardly  is  transferrable  to  other  periods  of  its  history  (see  Owens 
1989,  2002;  Fischer  1995;  Holes  1995: 19-24,  vs.  Versteegh  1984a).  Interpretive 
problems  emerge  when  one  looks  at  Arabic  more  broadly  and  when  a further 
attempt  is  made  to  establish  either  language  or  socio-historical  setting  as  an 
independent  variable  to  determine  universals  of  language  change.  I make  this 
point  with  a simple  example.  In  Arabic  dialects  are  basically  found  three 
paradigms  of  suffix  pronominal  marking.  The  most  complete  paradigm  is 
defined  by  the  intersection  of  features,  person,  number  (SG  vs.  PL)  and 
gender  (M  vs.  F),  as  in  Nigerian  Arabic  (3a).  This  gives  ten  contrastive 
forms.  In  a number  of  dialects  (the  current  example  is  Cairene),  gender  is 
neutralized  in  the  plural,  reducing  the  forms  to  eight  (3b).  In  some  North 
African  dialects  (e.g.  Djidjelli,  Tunis,  Susa)  and  in  Maltese  the  gender  contrast 
is  also  neutralized  in  the  2SG,  reducing  the  forms  to  seven  (3c).  I have  chosen 
the  suffix  pronouns  as  illustrative  forms  in  order  to  distinguish  all  of  these 
varieties  of  Arabic  from  Creole  Arabic,  which  has  lost  suffixes  altogether  (see 
(5)  in  sect.  1.6.4). 


13  The  works  by  Collins  (1962,  1971,  1983)  can  be  recommended  as  historical  descriptions  of  the 
tumultuous  years  of  the  southern  Sudan  up  to  independence.  McWhorter  (e.g.  i99^>  2001)  as  re 
emphasized  the  role  of  simplification  in  creole  genesis. 
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(3a)  Nigerian  Arabic 
SG  PL 


(3b)  Cairene 
SG  PL 


(3c)  Susa  (Tunisia) 


yj  -na  so 

Using  this  data  as  a model,  two  questions  can  be  posed.  The  first  is,  given  the 

sunn1S^CHdtr’What  ^ ^°Ut  1116  br0ad  SOcial  forC«  which 

supported  the  increasing  morphological  paradigm  simplification.  One  com- 

in  tLaMWdHl  3p  Cen  ‘u  addUCC  Urbanization-  0ther  important  urban  areas 
diems  fTn  **  Damascus  and  Jerusalem,  have  structural  para- 

wol  or  Mlf  T"  H°WeVer’  thiS  urban^ion  explanation  hardly 
T(t)  Funh  ^ p°r  mny  N°rth  dialects  with  paradigms  such 

^ ^ ^ (e-S-  Anatolian  ^ects  of 
dialects  (ee  Hof,  f a"'  “ Syria)  as  weU  as  Arabian  peninsular 

tivfwhkh  wifi' 1 ,?  PP,  4)  ^ (3b)'  T°  anticipate  the  second  perspec- 
these  observations  °n  ^ ”eXt  paragraPb>  a quick  response  to 

in troduces^o^nden  ° ***  ™ COntact‘  Already,  howLr,  this 

tact,  eXtra'hnfistic  ™bles,  urbanization  and  con- 

When  is  one  H ■ ’ f°r  \ PreQSe  hlstorical  account,  is  difficult  to  gauge. 

and  When  the  0ther>  -d  ^ and  under8wh8at 
questions  are  seriously  addressed*  ^ ^ s™Pllfication?  Only  when  such 
given  plausible  explanatory  status.”  ““ the  factors  themselves  be 

social  configurations, 

more  difficult  one  as  social  • S persPectlve  1S>  f°r  the  linguist,  a 

great  many  variables  whose  ab°Ve>  "*  Up  °f  3 

derable.  The  difficulty  in  r 1 *•  nfluence  on  language  are  often  impon- 
<■*>*  U «£££  " a-*  O *«  Arabic 

demographic,  and  pohtical  data  a Vfy  frequently  essential  social, 

<%» (3a)  para- 

ti°n  that  historically  the  ancestral  nr>  1 ^ begln  witb  tbe  observa- 

many  of  the  North  African  Arabs  sha  P 3tl°nS  °f  b°th  Nigerian  Arabs  and 
Owens  2003  for  arguments)  This  **  * C°mmon  origln  in  Upper  Egypt  (see 

a comraon 


Introduction:  A Language  and  Its  Secrets  19 


forms.  Clearly,  however,  there  is  none.  Nigerian  Arabic  maintains  a maximally 
contrastive  paradigm,  whereas  Susa,  illustrative  of  much  of  North  Africa,  is 
maximally  reductive.  Note  that  it  is  not  at  all  self-evident  why  Nigerian  Arabic 
should  have  maintained  the  contrasts.  Arab  society  in  this  region  has 
absorbed  a large  number  of  non-Arabic  speakers  (shift  to  Arabic  via  contact). 
Indeed,  it  is  very  plausible  to  assume  that  the  Nigerian  Arabic  reflex  of  *t  > d, 
an  emphatic,  voiced,  dental  implosive,  is  due  to  contact  with  Fulfiilde 
speakers  (and  perhaps  other  languages),  who  have  Id/.  Of  course,  one 
would  want  to  examine  the  social  structure  of  the  community  to  determine 
what  factors  favor  ‘normal’  transmission.  For  the  moment,  however,  such 
ethno-historical  information  is  lacking. 

The  data  and  issues  sketched  in  this  section,  problematic  though  they  are, 
are  nonetheless  relatively  well  documented.  To  invoke  the  role  of  transmission 
as  a global  factor  in  explaining  change  in  the  history  of  Arabic,  beginning  in 
pre-diasporic  times  and  moving  to  the  present,  is  to  add  variables  which,  at 
this  stage  in  the  study  of  the  history  of  Arabic,  are  simply  too  numerous  to 
deal  with  within  a macro-analysis  of  language  history.14  Beyond  the  many 
imponderables  noted  here  has  to  be  added  the  further  key  variable  of  linguis- 
tic reconstruction  itself.  What  form  of  Arabic  should  be  taken  as  an  initial 
input?  Obviously  it  is  an  argument  of  this  book  that  proto-Arabic  itself  is  not 
a pre-given  entity,  but  rather  one  which  needs  to  be  argued  for  using,  inter 
alia,  the  comparative  method. 

To  summarize  this  section,  I do  not  believe  that  at  this  point  linguistic  and 
extra-linguistic  data  on  Arabic  are  sufficiently  well  understood  to  reconstruct 
the  role  of  transmission  in  Arabic  language  history.  Relevant  parameters 
which  can  ameliorate  this  situation  are  known.  As  pointed  out  in  the  previous 
section,  to  a degree  contemporary  linguistic  data  can  be  correlated  with 
historical  texts;  contemporary  micro-linguistic  studies,  inevitably  focusing 
on  the  variable  of  variation,  can  be  used  to  extrapolate  back  into  earlier  eras  of 
language  history  (to  this  end  see  sect.  2.4.1.1),  linguistic  concepts  such  as 
saliency  or  transparency  can  be  applied  at  least  as  diagnostic  heuristics.  These 
measures,  however,  are  elements  of  an  agenda  for  future  research,  not  pre- 
existing instruments  which  can  be  used  without  qualification  to  question  the 
arguments  of  the  current  work. 


14  One  reader  points  out  that  transmission  as  an  independent  factor  has  heen  neglect  in  e 
current  book:  la  serious  neglect  of  the  transmission  of  the  language.  There  is  ost  no  g in 
the  book  on  the  effects  of  this  transmission  on  the  language  structure . . . The  purpose  o e curre 
section  is  to  clarify  the  reason  for  this  neglect. 
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1.6.  A Critical  Look  at  Some  Truisms  in  Arabic  Historical 
Linguistics 

In  the  following  eight  chapters  I will  develop  my  interpretation  of  certain 
problems  m Arabic  historical  linguistics.  Within  the  large  complex  of  issues 
which  make  up  Arabic  historical  linguistics,  I believe  there  have  developed  a 
set  of  truisms  whose  theoretical  or  descriptive  basis  is  taken  for  granted. 
I would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  comment  critically  on  a number  of 
statements  and  perspectives  often  encountered  in  works  on  Arabic  historical 
inguistics.  Some,  though  not  all,  of  these  points  are  developed  in  greater 
detail  in  the  following  chapters.  Since  scholars  often  have  these  truisms  at 
their  disposal  m their  approach  to  interpreting  the  history  of  Arabic,  I think  it 
relevant  to  mention  even  positions  not  directly  germane  to  the  issues  in  this 
book,  since  I suspect  they  are  part  of  the  background  noise,  as  it  were,  which 
accompanies  analysis  of  Arabic  language  history. 

1.6.1.  Mistaking  a part  for  the  whole 

°ld  ***  and  Neo-Arabic  ,r.  often  estab- 

c “ ' b“s.“  °f  pa"lal  differences  only.  This  point  will  be  illustrated  and 

commented  on  in  detail  in  Ch.  2. 

1 6’2’  ZmT found  !h  ^ri t0  TeCOnStrUCt  the Past>  but  * cannot  dictate 

what  l ed  ' 0a5SlCalArablc  cann°t  be  used  to  determine 

what  predecessor  varieties  were 

interpretations 

approachwillbefound^Cr27™“,ctn°”tTr'  ^aln-  Cri,‘cisms  of  this 

is  indeed  prominent  among  Western  C01frm  that  thls  PersPective 

Bellamy  1985.  In  this  work  r 11  Arablclsts>  reference  may  be  made  to 

Namaarah  inscription.  This  is  t^ddesT^"  3 — °f  the  fam°US 

328)  and  was  written  in  Nabataean  script  Wm”8  lnSCnptl°n  °fArabic  (ad 

interpretation  of  many  consonants  is  problemaT “d  ?*“ 
vanes  in  a number  of  mint,  a.  ematic.  Bellamy  s interpretation 

translated  the  text  manv  vea  TV  **  °f  Dussaud>  wbo  interpreted  and 
assumption  that  the  language  "is  Stand B,eUamy.  ‘worked  on  the 
assumption  confirmed-  Tho  1 3f  Arablc  anci  indeed  finds  this 

^ ^ to  -be  sante  language 

with  compar,ti™d^!™\n  of  argumentation  are  fraught 

danger,  of  consrderabl.  proportion.  1 will  raention 
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here.  First,  Bellamy  explores  only  one  assumption,  that  the  text  is  in  Standard 
Arabic.  This  should  be  in  and  of  itself  unacceptable  even  for  the  most 
conservative  of  Arabicists.  The  construct  Standard  Arabic  assumes,  inter 
alia,  a social  milieu  which,  so  far  as  we  know,  did  not  exist  in  328.  Beyond 
this,  a dispassionate  comparative  analysis — should  one  assume  on  a priori 
grounds  that  a certain  variety  underlies  the  variety — needs  to  explore  other 
assumptions,  for  instance  that  a certain  Arabic  dialect  isn’t  equally  commen- 
surate with  Bellamy’s  interpretation,  or  that  using  a certain  dialect  as  a basis  of 
interpretation  doesn’t  also  yield  plausible  results. 

Second,  and  more  importantly,  it  simply  is  impossible  to  claim  that  the 
language  of  the  text  is  the  same  as  that  of  poetry.  The  lack  of  short  vowels 
alone  means  that  important  comparative  issues  are  opaque  (see  sect.  2.4.1). 
There  is  for  example  no  basis  for  assuming  case  or  nunation  (see  sect.  3.4.1), 
and  even  the  interpretation  of  the  hamza  (orthographically  an  alif)  is  prob- 
lematic. A simple  comparison  I think  renders  the  pitfalls  clear.  Following 
Larcher  (2005 a),  the  orthography  of  the  pre-Islamic  inscriptions  may  be 
compared  to  the  unvoweled,  unpointed  masaahif  or  Koranic  manuscripts 
(see  Ch.  4).  In  these  we  know  from  the  reading  traditions  that  there  are 
many  ways  in  which  individual  words  can  be  rendered  and  many  of  these  do 
not  correspond  to  the  language  of  poetry.15  A bare  consonantal  text  leaves 
many  interpretations  open.  Reading  the  pre-Islamic  inscripts  as  reflexes  of 
poetic  Arabic  is  but  one  possibility  out  of  many. 

1-6.3.  Reconstruction  on  the  basis  of  a terminus  ad  quern  is  convenient,  but  it  is 
not  comparative  reconstruction 

This  is  related  to  the  previous  point.  Whereas  in  the  previous  procedure  the 
future  is  projected  as  a whole  backwards  into  the  past,  in  this  one  a proto- 
form is  assumed  (but  not  demonstrated),  and  given  this  form  attested 
variants  are  derived  as  a logical  development  from  this  proto-form.  Recon 
struction,  however,  proceeds  in  the  opposite  direction,  from  attested  forms  to 
reconstruction  of  the  proto-form. 

A case  in  point  is  the  excellent  and  challenging  work  of  Birkeland  (194°)- 
His  is  probably  the  most  historically  orientated  work  in  a comparative 
linguistic  sense  found  among  Western  Arabicists  of  the  first  half  of  the 
twentieth  century.  Birkeland  (1940:  21-31)  bases  his  interpretation  to  a sign- 
ificant part  on  the  work  of  Sibawaih.  An  example  can  be  cited  here  which  will 

15  For  instance,  imala  (see  Ch.  7)  plays  no  significant  role  in  poetry,  while  the  hamza , missing  in 
some  of  the  QiraaPaat,  is  represented  in  poetry. 
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be  of  relevance  in  Ch.  8.  Sibawaih  (II.  307  ff.)  describes  in  greater  or  lesser 
detail  four  different  realizations  of  the  pronunciation  of  words  before  pause, 
or  pausal  form  as  it  is  known  in  Arabic  studies.  These  are  rawm.  Pi f maam, 
tadSiyf  and  sukuwn.  Very  briefly,  sukuwn  is  simply  pronunciation  without  a 
final  vowel.  tadSiyf  is  the  pronunciation  of  a final  consonant  geminate,  so 
instead  of  the  personal  name,  xaalid,  one  has  the  pronunciation  xaalidd. 
Rawm  and  Pifmaam  are  given  greater  attention  by  Sibawaih,  and  their 
realization  appears  more  subtle  than  the  previous  two  pausal  variants. 
Pifmaam,  Sibawaih  says,  applies  only  to  the  vowel  -u,  al-kitaab-u  ‘the  book’. 
It  apparently  has  the  realization  of  a voiceless  or  whispered  vowel,  as  he 
reports  that  a blind  person  could  not  ascertain  Pifmaam,  since  it  is  realized 
only  visually  by  lip-rounding  (see  sect.  7.1.3  for  more  comprehensive  phonetic 
interpretation  of  this  term).  The  phonetic  quality  of  rawm  is  not  spelled  out 
in  great  detail  by  Sibawaih,  though  it  appears  to  be  a weakening  of  the 
pronunaation  of  the  final  -u  and  -i.  It  does  not  apply  to  final  -a. 

Birkeland  assumes  that  the  four  realizations  reflect  differing  stages  in  the 
oss  of  originally  present  short  final  vowels.  His  main  source  of  evidence  for 
tins  assumption  comes  from  poetic  renditions  in  which  a final  short  vowel  can 
(See  r 81)-  this  assumption,  he  reconstructs 

rm  d It  t C°mP  °f  3 Sh°rt  final  VOWeI  in  Pausal  P°sition- 

t J iTf  fvageS  arC  ^ f°U0WS’  iUustratin8  «ch  with  the  stereo- 

nominative,  and  genitive,  respectively. 

M Development  of  pausal  krms  in  0W  A[abic,  accordi„g  m BirkeUnd 
..  Final  shon  vowels,  -n,  -a,  -i  all  pream.,  Wl™, 

■ m - 

c.  Drvelopmem  of  ieadUlg  to  ^ ^ 

only  by  voiceless  realiyadon:  todb-n.  f.  u 

d-  Development  of  doubling  of  fin,,  comona„t 
compensation  for  loss  of  final  vowels:  kaattbb  ' 

411  final  vowels  lost  - sukuwn : kaatib 

^Xlc  1™rr*htth“  SUnTry  » is  no  evidence 

ance  of  short  final  vowels  in  031^^°  • . y confirms  the  original  mainten- 
pausal  pronunciation  of  short  v 1 P°Sltlon'  As  Birkeland  himself  notes, 
recitation  literature  (see  S,bawa  h7fS in poetic 

" ,sody  - -^0““  r ^ 
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thus  equally  plausible  to  assume  the  pausal  forms  ( sukuwn ) as  original  ones, 
and  derive  the  full-vowel  pronunciation  as  a later  development.  This  is  the 
position  argued  for  here  (see  Ch.  3,  4). 

Regarding  Birkeland’s  five  stages,  it  should  first  be  noted  that  Sibawaih  was 
simply  describing  variants  which  he  heard.  All  five  ‘stages’  are  for  Sibawaih 
synchronic  variants,  a point  Birkeland  (1940:  31)  in  fact  concedes.  What 
Birkeland  did  was  to  construct  a plausible  scenario  by  which  they  could  be 
interpreted  as  historically  successive.  Beginning  with  the  assumption  that  all 
vowels  were  originally  present,  Birkeland  works  his  way  down  the  scale, 
eliminating  the  vowels  one  by  one.  Logical  problems  are  apparent,  however. 
Stages  4b  and  4c  essentially  eliminate  final  -u,  -i.  Stage  4d,  doubling  of  the 
final  consonant  is  interpreted  as  compensation  for  this  loss.  However,  this 
explanation  makes  sense  only  if  4b  and  4c  were  already  accompanied  by  a final 
consonant  doubling,  which  needs  to  be  able  to  detect  the  presence  of  the  final 
vowels.  No  evidence  for  this  exists,  however. 

Interesting  and  often  brilliant  and  challenging  though  Birkeland’s  inter- 
pretations are,  they  ultimately  lack  a comparative  basis.  Implicitly,  Birkeland 
assumes  and  reconstructs  an  idealized  Classical  Arabic,  sometimes  termed  the 
SArabiya,  as  the  proto-form  from  which  Old  Arabic  pausal  phenomenon 
derives  and  deviates.  This  requires  Birkeland  turning  Sibawaih’s  synchronic 
observations  into  historical  stages.  Since  in  most  cases  Birkeland  offers  no 
independent  justification  of  these  stages,  they  are  open  to  other  interpret- 
ations (see  Ch.  8,  especially  sect.  8.9). 

1.6.4.  The  quick-fix  syndrome 

The  basic  dichotomy  of  Old  and  New  Arabic  has  frequently  been  associated 
with  the  assumption  that  as  Arabic  became  widespread  among  a new 
population  of  speakers,  radical  changes  occurred  in  it.  This  idea  is  found  in 
Fuck  (1950)  and  Brockelmann  (1908),  among  others,  and  is  most  radically 
expressed  in  Versteegh’s  (1984a)  bold  creolization  hypothesis,  whereby  the 
modern  dialects  passed  through  a stage  of  creolization  or  pidginization.  None 
of  these  authors,  however,  give  a detailed  account  of  what  significant  set  of 
language  changes  occurred  marking  the  transition  from  Old  to  New. 

As  an  indication  that  Old  Arabic  and  the  modem  dialects  have  a great 
deal  in  common,  in  the  following  three  paradigms  of  singular  object 
pronouns  are  given,  attached  to  or  modifying  the  word  house.  The  first 
column  in  (5)  is  Classical  Arabic  (in  nominative  case),  the  second  the  set  of 
pronominal  object  suffixes  as  reconstructed  on  the  basis  of  the  modem 
dialects  (see  Ch.  8),  and  the  third  Creole  Arabic,  namely  East  African  Nubi 
(Wellens  2003:  52). 
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(5)  Nubi  and  varieties  of  Arabic 

Classical  reconstructed  Nubi 

Arabic  Pre-diasporic 

1 bayt-iy  beet-i*  be  ta'yi 

2M  bayt-u-ka  beet-ka*  or  beet-k*  be  'taki 


2F  bayt-u-ki  beet-ki* 
3M  bayt-u-hu  beet-hu* 

3F  bayt-u-haa  beet-ha* 


‘my  house’ 

‘your(.M) 

house’ 


be  'to 

(<  ta  uwo  ‘of  him’) 


Whereas  the  reconstruction  based  on  the  modern  dialects  yields  forms 
nearly  identic^  to  Standard  Arabic,  the  Nubi  forms  are  entirely  different 

a!  w ' , f t0  th£  P°StUlati0n  of  a Pa^igm  similar  to  Standard 

from  nir!reMadlCAd  [eStmCtUring  instrumental  in  a purported  transition 
of  1?  Neo-Arab,c  one  would  expect  a development  along  the  lines 

M F clTT  “!  n thC  SUffiX  f°rmS  Were  lost  together,  and  the 
modern  dT  l wu  , * * l0SS  °f  Case  endin8s  occurred  in  the 

radicTch,*  q'“S,l‘>")'  * WOUld  ^ for 

1.6.5.  Dialects  are  mistakes,  not  languages 

This  point  was  mentioned  in  13  and  newt  u . , 
assumption,  however,  i,  for’a  UP°"' 

Ui.6.  The  allegedly  mc„  eon.ple,  yariey  ha,  hisKrical  priori,, 

■»  it™ ^^trdevelopedhpar^ 

attempts  to  indicate  ways  in  which  FergUS°n 

both  phonologically  and  morphology 

guage.  Leaving  aside  Ferguson’s  ass., ,7-  u H(lgh)  classicd  ,an' 

Arabic,  on  a strictly  typoE  baTZ  T **  dcvd°P“  °f 
false.  Ferguson,  like  the  majority  of  ArabicistsTs^011  ““  7 t0  ** 

his  point  by  comparing  Classical  Arabic  1 ,Sect 1-6-1  above)  cements 

Arabic  has  interdentals,  for  instant  thichCah  77  ClaSSkal 

However,  as  soon  as  1Ch  Cairene  Arabic  lacks. 

contempomry^^^ZZ^"  ^ of 

lalects  are  in  many  respects 
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considerably  more  complex  than  Classical  Arabic.  Two  examples  from  phon- 
ology and  two  from  morphology  make  this  clear. 

Phonology.  In  fact,  Ferguson  is  very  circumspect  about  offering  generaliza- 
tions about  differences  between  H and  L phonology,  giving  no  broad  sub- 
stantive differences.  Discussing  grammatical  structure  (i.e.  syntax  and 
morphology,  1959a:  333),  Ferguson  does  suggest  that  an  L variety  will  be 
simpler  than  the  H.  Extending  the  idea  of  simplification  to  phonology,  as 
far  as  Classical  Arabic  and  the  dialects  go,  there  are  clear  instances  where  the 
dialects  are  more  complicated,  for  instance  in  having  more  of  certain  types  of 
phonemes  or  of  having  more  syllable  structure  rules. 

Classical  Arabic  has  four  emphatic  (phonemic)  consonants  which  in  Stand- 
ard Arabic  are  conventionally  represented  as  s,  t,  d,  and  3.  Allophonic  variants 
are  excluded  from  the  count.16  Nigerian  Arabic  has  lost  3 due  its  loss  of 
interdental  fricatives,  but  it  has  in  addition  to  s,  t,  and  d phonemic  i,  r,  and  m 
as  well. 


(6)  gallab  ‘he  galloped’ 
gallab  ‘he  got  angry’ 
karra  ‘he  tore’ 
karra  ‘he  dragged’ 
amm  ‘unde’ 
amm  ‘mother’ 

Nigerian  Arabic  with  six  phonemic  emphatics  is  thus  more  complex  than  is 
Classical  Arabic.  Many  other  dialects  are  like  Nigerian  Arabic  in  having  a 
larger  set  of  emphatics  than  does  Classical  Arabic. 

Nigerian  Arabic,  again  like  many  other  dialects,  has  a rule  which  inserts  an 
/a/after  a guttural  consonant  ([?,  h,  x,  q],  e.g.  ahamar  red  < *?ahmar.  This 
rule  is  lacking  in  Classical  Arabic. 


16  In  the  Koranic  reading  tradition  in  particular  one  finds  allophonic  variants  of  certain  conson 
ants,  especially  emphatic  [r]  and  [1].  These  are  clearly  systematized  in  the  later  reading  tradition,  tor 
instance  in  Dani’s  (d.  444/1053)  Taysiyr( 51-3),  where  the  emphatic  allophones  occur  before  an  /a/or  /u/ 
■ as  in  al-salaah  ‘prayer’  (Warsh  variant,  where  after  an  emphatic  consonant  the  [1]  must  occur),  an 
hadar-a  (al-mawt)  ‘precaution’  (against  death).  These  are  termed  mufaxxama  or  mu\a  ata  variants. 
Ferguson’s  argument  (1956)  that  emphatic  1 is  a phoneme  of  what  he  terms  Classic^  Arabic  holds  (it  a 
all)  only  for  what  he  termed  modern  Classical  Arabic.  He  does  not  investigate  the  issue  m the  Old 
Arabic  literature.  It  can  be  suspected  that  the  existence  of  allophonic  emphatics  m the  Old  Ara  ic 
literature  probably  masks  the  existence  of  these  same  sounds  as  contrastive  phonemes.  Using  Uie 
arguments  developed  elsewhere  in  this  book,  one  could  certainly  reconstruct  emphatic  [1]  and  fl 
phonemes  into  pre-diasporic  Arabic,  an  exercise  which,  however,  I will  not  un  ert  e ere.  s 
be  noted  that  dialects  too,  have  further  emphatic  allophones.  In  Nigerian  Arabic , or  instance,  , > 

and  other  sounds  emphaticize  in  the  neighborhood  of  other  emphatics,  as  in  J»  . 
nbanna  ‘we  tied’  (with  d assimilation)  so  that  as  far  as  the  current  comparison  with  Old  Arabic  goes, 
*e  dialects,  in  terms  of  simple  number,  will  have  more  emphatic  variants  than  Old  Arabic. 
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Morphology.  Old  Arabic  has  a single  common  form  for  the  lSG  independ- 
ent pronoun,  Panaa  T.  In  certain  Tihama  (coastal)  Yemeni  dialects,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  first  person  singular  independent  pronoun  distinguishes  a 
M and  F form  (Behnstedt  1985: 31): 

(7)  ana\M 
ani  I.F. 

C”  Prefi“d  bef0re  ,he  ,mperf“‘ 

(8)  yaktubu,  ‘he  writes’ 
sa-yaktubu  ‘he  will  write’. 

T*  ***■  ” Cairene  Arabic  there  are  a 

number  of  pre-verbal  tense/aspect  prefixes. 

(9)  yiktib  ‘he  should  write’ 
bi-yiktib  ‘he  writes’ 
ba-yiktib  he  will  write’ 

b^oreeaeren^ptw^rL 

marks  future,  ^an  ^ra^lc  has  a prefix  bi-  which 

(10)  bi-yimfi  ‘he  will  g0’. 

°fthe  Prefa  ^ “ ““"Plicated  by  an 
Mote  a Plefa  " 

(11)  tu-ktub  ‘you  write’ 
b-u-ktub  ‘he  writes’. 


(12)  gul  iktub  ‘I  said,  he  should  write’ 


Old  Arabic  has  a three-wav  swtp™  f 

" - iussive’  - 

by  a PCTSOn  0r  “fry  of  higher  authority”™'  “ "°  V°Uti0n  in  ***  ™«er.  the  action  being  controUed 
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From  this  brief,  very  far  from  exhaustive  exemplification  of  the  realization  of 
pre-verbal  tense/aspect/mode  markers  in  Arabic  dialects  it  is  clear  that  a 
holistic,  pan-dialectal  description  of  the  formal  properties  of  these  markers 
alone  is  considerably  more  complicated  than  that  of  Old  Arabic.  Ferguson’s 
suggestion  that  ‘the  grammatical  structure  of  any  given  L variety  is  simpler 
than  that  of  its  corresponding  H’  simply  does  not  withstand  even  a casual 
perusal  of  the  literature  on  modern  dialect  phonology  and  morphology  (see 
also  Belnap  and  Gee  1994: 146,  on  simplification  of  the  classical  language). 

I would  caution  that  the  observations  here  do  not  automatically  lead  to  a 
historical  account  of  their  origin  or  their  priority  of  origin.  In  fact,  Ferguson’s 
does  not  either.  He  simply  assumed  that  the  dialects  were  ‘younger’  and 
a prioristically  linked  this  assumption  to  the  weakly  illustrated  assertion 
that  dialects  developed  in  the  direction  of  simplification. 

1.6.7.  Beware  of  simple  dichotomies;  a nice  label  is  not  necessarily  a nice  concept 
There  are  four  or  five  dichotomies  which  are  invoked  to  characterize  varieties 
of  Arabic,  expressed  variously  in  dialectal,  sociolectal,  structural,  or  historical 
terms.  The  most  pernicious  in  my  view  is  the  Old  Arabic-Neo-Arabic  split, 
which  is  the  subject  of  the  next  chapter.  Others  include  bedouin-sedentary, 
urban— rural,  eastern  Arabic  vs.  western  Arabic,19  and  synthetic  vs.  analytic 
(see  sect.  3.4.3).  Each  of  these  labels  deserves  separate  critical  attention,  which 
is  outside  the  scope  of  this  book  (see  sects.  3.5.3,  and  1.6.6  above  on  the 
question  of  complication,  simplification,  and  analyticity).  I would,  however, 
make  three  brief  critical  points. 

First,  in  the  contemporary  world  it  is  relatively  rare  to  find  neat  dichoto- 
mies such  as  an  urban— rural  split,  and  when  they  are  found  they  are 
geographically  limited.  Arabic  is  spoken  from  Bomo  in  northeastern  Nigeria 
to  the  Red  Sea,  for  instance,  and  one  is  hard  put  to  identify  an  urban  vs.  a 
rural  variety  in  the  entire  region,  a distance  equivalent  to  that  from  the 
Mississippi  River  of  the  US  to  the  east  coast.  A bedouin  lifestyle  in  Iraq  will 
be  associated  with  a very  different  dialect  from  a bedouin  lifestyle  in  Chad 
or  Cameroon. 

19  Cowan’s  (i960:  4)  division  of  Arabic  dialects  into  western  and  eastern  dialects  for  purpo^s  of 
proto- Arabic  reconstruction  is  a good  example  of  how  an  essentially  good  idea  can  be  undermined  y 
a Prioristic  dichotomies.  My  own  work  follows  Cowan  in  allowing  the  dialects  in  principle  an  equal  say 
ln  proto-Arabic  reconstruction  along  with  Old  Arabic  sources.  As  many  examples  in  this  book  show, 
however,  much  historical  phenomena  in  Arabic  is  reconstructible  directly  to  pre-diasporic  ra  ic. 
Mandating  an  intermediary  historical  stage  based  on  the  east-west  difference  runs  1 e ns  ° 
obscuring  deeper  historical  relationships,  which  antedate  dialect  divisions  as  they  developed  in  the 
post-diasporic  era. 
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Secondly,  once  the  dichotomies  are  in  place,  they  tend  to  become  hinges 
upon  which  more  is  hung  than  they  can  hold.  I have  argued  this  point  recently 
in  relation  to  the  east— west  dialect  dichotomy  (Owens  2003).  The  east— west 
dialect  split  divides  the  Arabic  dialectal  world  roughly  at  a boundary  in 
western  Egypt  or  eastern  Libya.20  One  of  the  main  traits  sanctioning  the 
division  is  the  expression  of  the  tPL  imperfect  verb. 

(13a)  nu-ktub  : eastern  ‘we  write’ 

(13b)  nu-ktub-u:  western  ‘we  write" 


All  of  North  Africa,  as  well  as  Andalusia  has  (13b),  while  all  of  Asiatic  Arabic 
has  13a).  The  problem  comes  with  Egypt,  which  has  both  (13a)  and  (13b).  To 
explain  the  status  of  (13b)  in  many  Egyptian  dialects,  scholars  have  trad- 
itionally resorted  to  a historical  explanation:  since  North  African  Arabic  has 

. ’ any  Egyptlan  d,alects  with  (13b)  must  have  been  influenced  by  migra- 

tions  hom  North  Africa  (Woidich  t993:  354;  Versteegh  t997:  l62;  Behnstedt 
>998.  87).  The  problem  with  this  explanation,  however,  is  that  no  such 
plausible  migrations  are  attested,  particularly  when  the  following  consider- 
ation ,s  brought  into  the  equation.  Western  (13b)  is  also  found  throughout 
Jtadian  Arabic,  so  any  migration  that  brought  (13b)  to  Egypt  must  have  been 

A T8Vr°Und  15°0’  f°r  thC  f°rm  t0  be  able  ^ spread  into  Chad. 
pamhveTnv,  ?S1VC  °f  ***  problem’  considering  both  com- 

( b m fee?  andWnr  historical  sources  leads  to  the  conclusion  that 

T overly  81"h  V**  ***  Sp”d  ' ° ^ AfHca  from  there. 

dialectoZc  ll  ? I T hCre  iS  th3t  What  was  originally  a simple 
‘North  Afncal’  °f  hist°rieal  Unguistic  explanation: 

gXnZb  t ITT  * 1$  NOrth  ^ n0t  - a dtalectolo- 

b““  "Hcan  i„  , historical 

*7  b"°m'  “ ftey  convey  a 

bedouin  or  ternary  and  one's  worTrif”8  °f  Arablc'  Cla“ftr  * didec<  as 

and  as  l have  suggested  their  f 1 ^ °ne-  Even  lf  these  labels  are  useful — 
about  manv  aspects  of  Arabic  lane  hmited— ' they  have  nothing  to  say 

of  uuaed  Arabic  ™d  ™|e  aX7?7' ^ development 

originally  rural  varieties  in  r,  ’ ma|ntenance,  spread  or  loss  of 

-»>■  i-*  7„r„ar;Xr,:f,r'i,“e  2oo5:  Mmer 

non-A„b  speakers  . popuUrion 

•gnored  for  the  tike  of  ^ C°nCCP' the  division  is  Problematic,  though  this  point  may  be 
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western  Sudanic  region),  not  to  mention  many  of  the  historical  issues  dealt 
with  in  this  book. 

1.6.8.  Peripheral  dialects  are  not  on  an  a priori  basis  irrelevant  to  language 
interpretation 

This  is  assumed  in  Fischer  (1995).  In  comparative  linguistics,  as  well  as 
historical  cultural  studies,  it  is  a standard  precept  that  innovations  move  in 
waves  and  that  it  follows  from  this  that  older  variants  will  frequently  be  found 
in  peripheral  areas,  as  innovations  take  hold  in  the  center  (see  Holes  1991  for 
one  application  of  this  approach).  In  Chs.  3,  5,  6,  and  7,  features  will  be 
discussed  which  are  found  in  dialects  outside  the  Arabian  peninsula,  certainly 
peripheral  by  any  traditional  sense  of  the  term,  which  point  to  forms  which 
must  be  reconstructed  in  pre-diasporic  Arabic. 

1.6.9.  A truism  which  is  indeed  true:  languages  can  be  surprisingly  conservative 
in  many  respects 

Consider  the  following  two  verb  paradigms,  one  from  Nigeria,  the  other  from 
Iraq. 


SG 

Iraqi 

Nigerian  Arabic  (imperfect) 

1 

a-qbur  ‘I  bury’ 

a-ktub  ‘I  write’,  etc. 

2M 

ta-qbur 

ta-ktub 

2F 

ta-qbur-i 

ta-ktub-i 

3M 

i-qbur 

i-ktub 

3F 

PL 

ta-qbur 

ta-ktub 

1 

ni-qbur 

na-ktub 

2M 

ta-qbur-aa 

ta-ktub-u 

2F 

ta-qbur-aa 

ta-ktub-an 

3M 

i-qbur-uu 

i-ktub-u 

3F 

i-qbur-aa 

i-ktub-an 

To  those  not  familiar  with  comparative  Semitics,  I think  if  one  were  to  say  that 
die  paradigms  represent  an  Iraqi  variety  and  a variety  of  Nigerian  Arabic,  the 
reader  would  probably  try  to  locate  the  Iraqi  variety  in  a modem  Arabic 
dialect.  In  fact,  whereas  the  Nigerian  Arabic  paradigm  comes  from  the  year 
2005>  the  Iraqi  paradigm  is  not  a variety  of  Arabic  at  all,  but  rather  is 

21  This  illustrates  the  paradigm  in  what  was  termed  the  ‘non-control  context  (see  (n),  (12)  above 
an^  n'  J8).  In  this  context  the  prefix  b-  does  not  occur. 
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Akkadian,  from  approximately  2500  bc.  Nonetheless,  the  paradigms  are 
virtually  identical  in  all  respects:  they  have  the  same  dimensions  of  morpho- 
logical contrast,  the  morphemes  are  nearly  of  identical  form,  and  their 
sequence  is  the  same,  with  a pre-verb  stem  prefix  plus  a suffix  in  the  plural 
and  second  person  feminine  singular.  Of  course,  there  is  a major  difference  in 
the  meaning  of  the  paradigms:  in  Akkadian  the  paradigm  realizes  a past  tense 
(preterite)  whereas  in  Nigerian  Arabic  it  is  an  imperfect.  Nonetheless,  given 
the  4,500  years  intervening  between  the  two,  it  may  safely  be  said  that  they 

K °rigin’  3nd  th3t  aS  f3r  aS  the  form  8°es>  theX  have  not 

changed.22  Measured  against  such  remarkable  paradigm  stability-there  is 
nowhere  in  language  history  where  members  of  the  same  family  can  be 

Zr?r  SUCh  3 l0ng  Peri°d  °f  time  as  with  1116  Semitic  family-the 

moder°H'  lC  present|W0rk  that  differences  between  Old  Arabic  and  the 
modern  dialects  are  relatively  minor  is  rendered  added  plausibility. 

t-7-  Summary  of  Chapters 

“ ST?!  0Ut  °!  * »f  *"id«  which  I had  planned  on  the 

ss.  ir : x .tsn  tt  5,r appeared  - 

se" ;elate: ‘i°  Lrrohes,ye  fonn' 

tation.  Nonetheless  th  3 e an  overall  development  of  argumen- 

peek  through  in  place  6 °nglnaformat  of  individual  articles  will  probably 
" UnedUed  repCtlti0n  0r  a «Pid  shift  h subject 

conce;;;:^^  ^er,  in  Ch.  * the  basic 

historical  overview  of  their  genesis  in  be  sc™tlnized«  first  in  terms  of  a 
terms  of  their  validity  in  the  context  oil  ""  thinkmg>  secondly  in 

will  be  argued  that  sets  of  linguistic  featur^h^  Un8uistics-  11 

dichotomy  are  of  questionablTvalue  in  m haractenzin8  the  °ld  vs.  New 
intellectual  historical  background  mparative  historical  terms.  The 

will  be  suggested,  as  the  very  con^of^*  *5?  C°mparative  historical,  it 
before  comparative  historical  lin  VS‘  Ne°  Arabic  was  introduced 

rigorous  discipline.  gtnstics  became  established  in  the  West  as  a 

to  ^ iraperfect 

17  “ Wh-h  form  and  Znlng  c2al  Z7^' T' l*  ^ A -bmous 

~tm  *■  *ci  “d 
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Chapters  3 and  4 consider  in  detail  the  status  of  short  case  vowels  in  Old 
Arabic.  These  have  been  the  criterion  par  excellence  taken  to  symbolize  the 
dichotomy  between  Old  and  Neo-Arabic,  Neo-Arabic  being  identified  as  the 
variety  which  has  lost  the  vowels.  It  will  be  argued  on  the  basis  of  old  sources, 
the  Arabic  grammarians  and  the  Koranic  reading  tradition,  that  a good 
argument  can  be  made  for  there  having  been  two  varieties  of  proto-Arabic, 
one  with  short  case  vowels,  one  without.  It  is  suggested  that  the  variety 
without  is  the  older. 

The  remaining  chapters  change  the  perspective  from  a primary  focus  on 
Old  Arabic,  first  to  one  in  which  the  modem  dialects  are  the  main  center  of 
attention,  and  then  to  one  in  which  Old  Arabic  and  the  modern  dialects  are 
given  equal  weight.  This,  it  was  suggested  above,  is  a prerequisite  for  any 
history  of  Arabic  based  on  the  comparative  method,  since  a proto-form  has  to 
be  able  to  ‘explain’  the  development  of  its  daughters.  A mere  labeling  of 
elements  as  ‘old’  and  ‘new’  explains  nothing. 

In  Ch.  5 I argue  for  the  importance  of  post-diasporic  Arabic  in  interpreting 
Arabic  language  history.  This  is  the  spoken  Arabic  which  spread  in  the  wake  of 
Arab-Islamic  expansion  which  began  in  the  seventh  century.  Four  varieties 
of  Arabic  outside  of  the  Arabic  peninsula  are  compared.  Two  are  large  dialect 
areas,  Mesopotamian  and  western  Sudanic  Arabic,  while  two  are  single 
varieties,  Shukriyya  Arabic  of  the  Sudan  and  Uzbekistan  Arabic.  It  is  argued 
on  the  basis  of  a statistical  treatment  of  forty- nine  phonological  and  mor- 
phological features  that  similarities  between  far-flung  varieties,  western  Suda- 
nic and  Uzbekistan  for  instance,  are  indicative  of  pre-diasporic  unities.  That 
is,  post-diasporic  varieties  allow  reconstruction  of  pre-diasporic  linguistic 
features.  This  same  perspective  is  followed  in  Ch  6,  where  the  development 
of  the  basic  imperfect  verb  is  reconstructed  on  the  basis  of  contemporary 
dialectal  data. 

Whereas  Chs.  5 and  6 concentrate  mainly  on  modem  dialects,  establishing 
that  they  are  a legitimate  mechanism  for  reading  the  linguistic  history  of  the 
past  even  with  minimal  help  from  older  sources,  in  Chs.  7 and  8,  and  to  a 
degree  in  Ch.  6,  I relate  forms  found  in  the  contemporary  dialects  to  their 
realizations  in  Old  Arabic.  Chapter  7 is  a detailed  treatment  of  the  phenom- 
enon of  Pimaala  (=  imala),  the  conditioned  variant  [ie]  of  the  long  vowel 
[aa].  It  will  be  seen  that  there  are  striking  identities,  both  phonetic  and 
phonological,  in  the  realization  of  Pimaala  in  Sibawaihs  description  from 
*e  late  eighth  century  and  three  modem  dialects,  as  well  as  in  Andalusian 
Arabic.  These  similarities  are  used  to  work  out  a comparative  linguistic 
history  of  the  phenomenon.  Finally,  Ch.  8 begins  with  a reconstruction  of 
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pronomin31  object  suffixes  solely  on  the  basis  of  a sample  of  forty-nine 
the  Z I60'5'  rewtS  °f  thiS  reconstruction  are  then  correlated  with 

Jon  tZ  matCnal  f°Und  " °ld  Arabic'  11  is  that  the 

— Z n t0  ^ S°me>  n°  CVidenCe  for  traces  of 

clemnoZn-'  T that  the  constructions  based  on  the 

TdevTonZ? ' t T ^ readUy  interpretable  as  continuations  of 

Th l oTa  ,1  T rT  TStCd  " thC  °ld  Arabic  ^ratum. 
comparative  linen”?  H f°Ur  cbapters  is  t0  greatly  narrow  the 

as  it  has  been  doiTJ  1 *tkmUX  between  the  modem  dialects  and  Old  Arabic 

zn  l\ - senn" ,he  ™rks  in  *» 

II  ,s  toT  "dusion  of  0,d  ^ ^ *» 

the  other  C t"  t , "’tT™' ^ °'d  Arabk  Mature.  On 
literature  can  hi  recon.i  T j " no1  a,,es,ed  in  the  Old  Arabic 

sect,  i.i  above  is  chronolt  It  pre~dlasP°ric  tVabic,  which,  as  seen  in 

the  P^t^trt&4Tdde?1  ",h  OU  ^ The  tobic  »' 

diasporic  Arabic,  aaain  in  t ^ ” 'he  “«  above  and  pre- 

variable  object  than  the  Old  A ZZ  SeCt’  1’1’  emerges  as  a richer>  more 
I think  !«  ZT Z‘ ^rab,C'Neo-Arabic  dichotomy  implies. 

A major  aim  of  the  book  isTo  1 ^ lntroductoIT  chapter  with  a caveat. 

Arabic.  Lmguistic  history  is  writteJbTZ|tetthlnkin8  ab°Ut  hiStOTy  °f 

case  histories.  I have  chosen  a number  which  n^1"**^***1  ^ individual 
time  central  to  the  Arabir  Ian  b believe  are  at  one  and  the  same 

not  explicable  withi^S?*  *“““**  °f  pbe~a  which  are 
elusions  which  follow  from  these  are  lT ^ ^ language  history.  Con- 

mdividual  features,  comprised  oft™  c ^ °n  ^ mterpretation  of  many 
of  a language  so  large,  so  lone  Clrcumstantlal  evidence.  The  history 

Arabic  is  no,  readiiyTd”  wi  ll 1”  * *h  ^ »urcns  as  Z 

that  this  book  is  not  a comprehend  u- 6 mterPretation.  From  this  it  follows 
one  perspective  for  a historical  accoj fO**7  ^ languag*-  h offers 

Furthermore,  I deliberately  eschew  die. 

«a  nature,  for  instance  the  status  of  «rtain  questions  ofgen- 

■glossia  or  the  social,  political  and  a pre  s*arntc  koine  or  early  Arabic 
gence  of  a standard  Classical  Arabic  in  °gltf1  underpinnings  of  the  emer- 
This  is  not  because  the  issues  are  not  ■ C e,ghth’  ninth  and  tenth  centuries, 
these  sociolinguistic  questions  canh^*™’  but  rather  **  I think  that 
•«ues  have  been  worked  out  in  be„answcred  after  other  linguistic 

of  them.  greater  detail  and  to  a degree  independently 
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One  implication  of  the  approach  advocated  here  is  that  our  understanding 
of  Arabic  language  history  is  set  for  a period  of  uncertainty.  Atomization 
precedes  synthesis.  Analyses  which  may  be  equally  plausible,  but  mutually 
contradictory  should  be  welcomed  as  pointing  towards  areas  of  future 
research. 


2 


Old  Arabic,  Neo -Arabic,  and 
Comparative  Linguistics 


2.1.  A Method  vs.  a Logical  Matrix 

The  toguis*  history  „f  Arabic  is  challenging  i„  spedal  „ays  whkh 

^ ™e  *lm“t  unique,  among  the  world’s  languages. 

These  challenges  have  had  both  positive,  and  I will  an!ue,  negative  conse- 
quences fo,  undetsmnding  the  history  of  the  language.  ^ 8 

in  the  world  ^>reir‘°St’  on  tbe  Posltive  side  Arabic  is  one  of  the  few  languages 

^ dr  f,e°  * d 3 f ^ lin8UiS,iC  which  is  as  old  as 

>o  SSI  religious  texts  of  the  language.  This  literature  goes  back 

X z "a,  ras  n°'  °niy  ^ 

variants  The  modern  V . 81VCS  lnterestln8  data  on  different  linguistic 

descrip  ions  and  te  T ^ ^ n0t  ***&  forms,  but  also 

°f  ^ formS  3S  devd°P£d  * tbe  ^bic 

begrottcleV-n °f  ^ 

and  of  itself  of  course  this  is  tu  balf  of  the  nineteenth  century.  In 

history  of  Arabic  began  at  the  sf  T'  8°°d  bad'  However>  die  linguistic 
ment  of  historical  linguistics  and  dkW^  T ^ general  interest  and  develoP' 
independent  inteUectual  fields  of  end  ° ^ ltSdf'  B°th  lhese  disciPlines  as 
teenth  century  The  famil  ! fendeavor  were  essentially  bom  in  the  nine- 
Theone),  “-^opean  (Stammbaum- 

year  before  Fleischer  (see  sett  L;,  A ’ 1>>'  Ausust  SchJelcher  r*53,  one 
Arabic’.  Historical  linguistics  h ' f °W  introduced  the  idea  of  a ‘holistic 
logical  rigor,  culminating  two  decadts  lat  devdoPed  its  own  methodo- 
Osthoff  and  Brugmann  (see  lanlr  1 er  ln  t^e  work  of  the  neogrammarians 
linked  to  daughter  languages  via  gene^l^'  ?!  °f  3 Prot°-langua8e 
logical  change,  was  made  ever  more  nr*  • “ °fchange’  Particularly  phono- 
described  Indo-European  lamma  u QSe  35  neW  i^ormation  from  newly 

ges  ecame  available.  During  this  same  era, 
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dialectology  established  that  non-normative  forms  of  speech  were  as  legitimate 
an  object  of  study  as  a standard  language  (see  e.g.  Knoop  1982).  An  under- 
standing of  historical  linguistics  and  dialectology  grew  coterminously  with  the 
definition  of  historical  relations  among  the  Indo-European  languages,  or  the 
study  of  geographical  variation  within  individual  languages.  The  problem  with 
Arabic,  as  will  be  seen,  is  that  the  historical  relation  among  varieties  of  Arabic 
was  basically  fixed  by  the  mid-nineteenth  century,  and  thereafter  impervious, 
if  not  oblivious,  to  reinterpretation,  up  to  the  present  day.1 

The  notion  of  language  history  in  linguistics2  did  lead  in  the  nineteenth 
century  to  the  postulation  of  language  families  other  than  Indo-European, 
including  the  Semitic  family  (Hecker  1982:  6).  Language  families  assume  a 
genetic  relationship  among  all  members,  classically  represented  in  a family 
tree  model.  Genetic  relationship  is  confirmed  especially  via  application  of  the 
comparative  method,  which  above  all  uses  retentions  and  shared  innovations 
to  establish  subfamilies  (Harrison  2003:  232-9).3  It  is  assumed  in  this  book 
that  a historical  linguistic  treatment  of  a language  or  group  of  languages 


1 This  remark  deserves  a chapter  in  itself  rather  than  a footnote,  though  takes  the  subject  too  for 
afield  for  inclusion  in  the  main  text.  In  another  domain  of  Arabic  linguistics  outside  comparative 
grammar,  European  Arabicist  scholarship  was  also  largely  cut  off  from  newer  developments  in  general 
linguistics.  In  its  interpretation  of  the  Arabic  grammatical  tradition,  which  today  is  recognized  for  its 
theoretical  coherency  (see  e.g.  the  collection  of  articles  in  Auroux  et  al.  2001),  European  scholars  at  the 
turn  of  the  nineteenth  century  were  disparaging  of  it.  The  basis  of  their  criticism  was  an  implicit 
assumption  of  European  cultural  superiority  founded  in  the  universahstic  claims  of  classical  Greek 
learning.  The  Arabic  grammatical  tradition  was  particularistic  and  not  based  on  logical  principles. 
Merx  (1891:  16)  reprimands  the  Arabic  grammarians  because  ‘ils  ignoraient  le  frit  que  la  grammaire 
repose  sur  la  logique’.  Weil  (1915: 383),  anachronistical^  from  today’s  perspective,  dismissed  the  Arabic 
tradition  because  its  strength  lay  'nur  in  der  Entwicklung  der  grammatischen  Theorie  (my  italics). 
Weil  further  maintained  that  it  was  only  the  European  tradition  which  was  interested  in  language  in 
general  (‘Sprache  im  allgemeinen’,  385).  This  basically  antagonistic  attitude  towards  the  Arabic 
linguistic  tradition  again  contrasts  dramatically  with  the  then  contemporary  Indo-Europeamsts.  The 
great,  early  figures  in  American  linguistics  for  instance  were  often  comparative  Indo-Europeamsts  as 
well.  Two  significant  examples  are  Dwight  Whitney  and  Leonard  Bloomfield,  both  of  whom  were  we 
versed,  inter  alia,  in  the  classical  Sanskrit  linguistic  tradition.  Bloomfield,  one  of  the  founders  ot 
modem  structural  linguistics,  in  particular,  openly  expressed  his  debt  to  this  tradition  in  formulating 
his  own  ideas  of  language  structure  (see  Rogers  1987).  The  general  point  developed  in  this  footnote, 
which  complements  the  argument  of  the  current  chapter,  is  that  the  early  Western  Ara  last  tra  ition 

was  relatively  distant  from  developments  in  general  linguistics. 

2 Of  course,  the  idea  that  languages  can  be  in  some  way  genetically  related  is  much  oider  (cf.e.g.  the 

tenth-century  Hebrew  grammarian,  Ibn  Qureysh  on  Hebrew,  Aramaic,  and  Arabic,  Hirschteld  192  J. 
Language  history  as  a linguistic  idea  requires  a methodological  incorporation  into  guage  stru  ure, 
and  this  was  systematized  essentially  in  the  nineteenth  century  when  comparative  linguistics  was 
developed.  The  focus  of  this  inteUectual  activity  was  Germany  (see  e.g.  Jankowsky  2001;  Ei  auser 
20ai}-  Not  infrequently  one  and  the  same  university  (e.g.  Leipzig)  witnessed  the  presence  o 
Semiticists/Arabicists  and  Indo-European  scholars.  , , f 

3 The  postulation  of  genetic  relationship  in  chronological  terms  was  an  1 ea  ea.  , . 
methodology  to  work  out  comparative  details,  i.e.  the  comparative  method.  Ibn  Qureysh,  area  m 
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requires  both  a clear  statement  of  genetic  relationship  and  at  least  the  attempt 
to  apply  the  comparative  method.4 

The  idea  of  language  history  provides  a powerful  metaphor,  which  can 
assume  a life  independent  of  the  comparative  method  on  which  it  is  based. 

iven  a corpus  of  texts  from  different  periods,  very  often  clear  ‘developments’ 
can  be  discerned:  Modem  English  derives  from  Middle  English  which  derives 
from  Old  English;  New  Egyptian  from  Middle  from  Old  Egyptian.  From  a 
comparatively  well-documented  language  such  as  English  it  is  known  that 
anguage  periodization  proceeds  fitfully,  as  it  were.  There  are  periods  when  a 
language  undergoes  relatively  little  change  from  generation  to  generation,  and 
hers  when  a change  can  be  rapid.  In  the  period  ad  800-2000,  which  covers 

— Ay  L T1!  Chr0n0l°8ical  time  sPan  as  that  discussed  in  this 
Middk  En'l 77 f S ChangCd  considerably,  from  Old  English  via 
ke laddie  h H°  a -lated  Germanic  language, 

Ch3nf dBttle  in  the  — e periods  Language  history  is  thus 

onineu  shc7earP  A hn*“®e  sta8e-  as  characterized  by  a set 

a Ion TZoTmZ7  1 f°r  3 Sh°rt  Pen°d  °f « Penological  time,  or  for 
linguistic  influen  ' r ° COUrse’  tke  factors,  both  linguistic  and  extra- 
seer  1.5.  ’ Cm8  mgUlstlc  lability,  are  the  object  of  study,  as  sketched  in 

a c^tinuoust  W 7 °Pt,mal  SitUati°n  “ when  a Wuage  is  attested  over 

Lacking  a body  of  oldene^^ini^V^  **  Cl°SC  t0  itS  spoken  form- 
contemporary  and  at  1 t lm  y two  stages  can  be  reconstructed,  the 

.he  Tm^ive  ml0T  T " SUge'  b~d  instruction  via 

language  ftmUks  in  T*  °f 

this  basis.  ’ > o the  Amencas  is  reconstructed  on 

su^oZZcltn”  Z (or  modem)  can  assume  the 

expectation  rather  than  empiric„  object  „ be  ^ 

Aramaic,  Hebrew,  and  ArabK^we^thtVdnnH  re.!ationfhiP  between  three  Semitic  languages, 
orm.  ithout  a comparative  methodology  no  histori*  l'r  * his,oncal  linguistl“  in  any  recognizable 

4 Complemented  by  other  method  I UngU,S,lcs  U pOSsible' 

Panson.  Of  course,  as  has  now  b^n  shol“  ^ recoI“ion  and  mass  com- 

ioJo^iS  IDune  and  Ross  1996)  and  may  not  he  COmParadve  method  does  not  work  for  many 

5 Glend  fe  tS  releVance  can  ^ dismissed,  howeve/dL  “ 6 t0  ^ domains  of  language  (Owens 

colnG  ^denmg  summarizes  Icelandic  thus-  ‘Iceland  *e,COmParatlve  method  must  first  be  applied, 
obntzed,  matnly  from  Norway,  in  and  afte  A n s mUch  “ “ waa  when  Iceland  was  first 

thousand  years’  ,l96l:  p.  v).  SimUarly,lusJr /(!,.  f \ in  **  measure  marked  time  for  a 

part  has  remained  the  same  as  in  old  NoS  excl  t f„°4  Wn  ’ the  greatest 

suffixes  r^ar  ln  the  subiunctive  and  in  the  pasUen^  ^ f°Uowin8  Ganges:  (i)  The  levelling  of  1st 

tHe  mdlCa,lve  ^rms,  (3)  the  erosion  of  the  m.di  °fmost  subl^ct,ve  plural 

me  middle  voice  distortions.’ 
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the  comparative  method.  Once  it  is  assumed  that  languages  develop,  the  old/ 
(middle)/new  motif  follows  logically.  One  stage  must  be  older  than  another. 
However,  in  comparative  linguistic  terms,  this  is  what  may  be  termed  a 
pre-theoretical  logical  matrix  in  that  it  may  be  expected  to  exist  for  any 
language,  but  so  long  as  the  stages  lack  specific  linguistic  content  it  has  no 
substance.  The  logical  matrix  remains  untested  until  it  is  filled  in  by  plausible 
substance.  It  may  happen,  for  instance,  that  over  a long  period  of  time  little 
or  no  linguistic  periodization  is  possible. 

I would  suggest  that  an  untested  logical  matrix  was  applied  to  Arabic  early 
in  the  European  study  of  the  language  in  the  nineteenth  century  and  that  this 
reading  of  Arabic  linguistic  history  has  continued  to  inform  its  conceptual- 
ization into  the  present.6  As  early  as  the  mid-nineteenth  century  European 
scholars  dichotomized  Arabic  into  Old  Arabic  and  Neo-Arabic.  The  latter  are 
the  modern  Arabic  dialects.7 

The  dichotomization  of  Arabic  into  Old  and  New  is  faulty  on  two  counts, 
however.  First,  it  mistakes  chronology  for  linguistic  history.  Secondly,  once  it 
was  in  place,  it  provided  a framework  for  defining  different  linguistic  stages  of 
Arabic  on  the  basis  of  partial  differences  only  (see  sects.  1.6.1, 1.6.7). 

These  points  will  be  argued  in  five  parts  in  this  chapter.  Arabic  has  in  a 
sense  two  histories,  one  the  literary  language,  one  the  holistic  language  (see 


6 As  evidenced  in  the  fart  that  textbook-like  works  on  Arabic  (e.g.  Versteegh  1997-  47>  93)  routinely 

assume  the  Old-New  dichotomy  without  discussion.  Holes  (1995:  30-1)  speaks  of  Old  Arabic  and 
Middle  Arabic,  with  a direct  line  of  development  to  the  modem  dialects.  Ferrando  (2001. 137  , w e 
giving  a good  overview  of  different  ideas  surrounding  the  Old-New  dichotomy,  partial  ar  y t e 
question,  as  it  has  been  formulated,  of  whether  Neo- Arabic  has  its  roots  in  a period  when  Old  Arabic 
also  existed  (e.g.  Spitaler  1953;  see  2.4.2  below).  The  legitimacy  of  the  distinction  as  a grounded 
linguistic  concept,  however,  is  not  questioned.  , . 

The  pervasiveness  of  the  Old-New  dichotomy  in  the  Western  Arabicist  tradition  can  isceme  in 
a survey  of  representative  national  writers.  Besides  those  cited  in  the  previous  paragrap  ( ersteegh  or 
Holland,  Ferrando  for  Spain,  Holes  for  England),  one  can  note  Fleisch  (i974-t3)  or  en  l^7 
France,  while  the  German,  Israeli  (e.g.  Blau),  and  American  (e.g.  Ferguson)  contributions  are  treate 
in  greater  detail  in  the  present  chapter.  Indeed,  the  distinction  is  so  entrenched  in  the  weste 
tradition  that  Cuvalay  (1997:  6)  writes,  ‘No  matter  how  they  describe  the  pre  Isamic  situa 
theories  of  the  development  of  the  MA  (modem  Arabic)  dialects  acknowledge  the occurrence  ol t largi- 
scale  linguistic  changes  as  a result  of  the  spread  of  Arabic  beyond  the  Arabian  penuis  a,  w 
*ith  the  Islamic  conquests  in  the  7th  century  A.D.’  The  problem  from  the  perspective  of  th^u 
work  is  that  the  consensus  ( PijmaaV. ) which  Cuvalay  describes  does  not  have  a compara  ive  1 
linguistic  basis.  , , . , .. 

7 Moreover,  as  Pierre  Larcher  (p.c.  June  2004)  points  out,  European  Arab, cists  A-W 

century  were  strongly  influenced  by  models  of  development  in  European  languages.  P 

comprendre  du  l’orientalisme  europeen,  si  on  oublie  que  jusqu  au  ate  recen  e es  o 

‘ous  fait  du  latin  et  du  grec.’  The  logical  matrix  was  also  inspired  by  models  from  European  languag^ 
Goldziher  (l877  1993:20)  held  that  ‘The  correct  standpoint  concerrung  the  -called  colloquial 
language  is  that  it  represents  a later  level  in  the  development  of  the  Arabic  langu  g , 
preceded  the  Romance  languages.’ 
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2.2.2).  In  sect.  2.2.1, 1 begin  the  discussion  of  periodization  of  Arabic  on  the 
basis  of  the  literary  language.  The  literary  language  is  attested,  inter  alia,  in  the 
de  ailed  linguistic  texts  of  the  Arabic  grammarians.  A closer  look  at  these  texts 
wdl  reveal  how  difficult  it  is  to  achieve  a periodization  of  the  language  even  on 
the  basm  of  the  dosed  corpus  of  written  descriptions.  At  the  end  of  sect.  2.2, 

ZecJ  ini 2'3’  [?mine  ^ att£mpt  by to  incorporate  the  spoken 

1850  and  ending  ^1950“^  zTffiT^  T ab°Ut 

two  nu  a u 5 ’ , 4’ th  most  senous  attempt  to  define  the 

r “d  N»-Arabic.  m linguist ic  turn,  is  examined  in 

Sato  ™ r,  Jm0dem  d“e®  “d  «“  descriptions  of 

d^isUnToTL  ,rl  m0n  indicatt  ,ta  ">«  eriteria  proposed  for 
ZZh, to  co  i ”1, 1“-^  “ ^ due  in  par,  the  failure 
two  tata,  « “d  «,  I briefly  consider 

language  histofv  In'”8 WhlCh  have  bOT’  invoked  to  understand  Arabic 
relation beSS's.anT X T*  “ »*  -odem  diglossic 

era.  In  s^T6  T “d  d“Kt » P»jeCed  into  the  Old  Arabic 
Arabic  tradition  itselfwa^o8!  ^ la6  n0tion  °f  linguistic  history  in  the 
■ion  1.7  is  the  concluding  discusrion. ? “d  U"!yS,ematicalllr  developed.  Sec- 

2.2.  Stages  in  Arabic 

^“t™haTri^bmfSCem'd  if  ,h'  Old/New  dichotomy,  one 
teenth-c,„,„tyGetZ“toJnary,,ArabiC'-  ,he  » “ha.  the  nine- 
as  a holistic  Arabic  (CesammUrauSi)”  ” belo”)  «>"“■“»*  of 

2.2.1.  Literary  Arabic 

by  a norm  developed  in  the  *^C  tW°'  Literary  Arabic  is  defined 

basis  of  a fixed  canon  of  texts  SC  ° 1 e e^bth  and  ninth  centuries  on  the 
poetry  and  the  early  Paadaah  nr  ^ C <^uran’  Pre~  and  early  Islamic 
writings  of  Ibn  al-MuqaffaS  (H  f ^ Cttres  '‘terature,  for  example  the 
»d  Pte-  and  early  IslaX  ^ »urc«,  the  Qnrnn 

commentary,  evaluation  and  eZ  t themselves  subject  to  a process  of 
***?•  d-  324/936)  and  tbt  ^L"  ^ ““tors^e.g.  Ibn 
mg  Farra?  (d.  207/822)  and  Sih  u ^nans>  tbe  best  known  of  these 
grammatical  sources  became  * 177'79i)  respectively,  so  that 

3 bterary  norm.  ^ 3 element  in  the  establishment  of 
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It  is  the  following  four  elements  which  Fischer  (1982b:  37-45)  defined  as  the 
sources  for  Classical  Arabic. 


(1)  Sources  for  Classical  Arabic 
Quran 
poetry 

early  Paadaab  literature* 
grammatical  treatises 

Using  the  Classical  period  as  a pivot,  Fischer  on  the  one  hand  defines  a post- 
classical  era,  the  literary  language  of,  approximately,  900-1100,  characterized 
mainly  by  stylistic  and  lexicographic  differences  with  the  classical  era.  On  the 
other,  he  identifies  a pre-classical  Arabic,  the  period  before  the  classical.  While 
Fischer  recognizes  the  non-discrete  nature  of  the  periodization — elements  of 
one  period  may  also  appear  in  another — the  system  creates  a neat  triadic 
division  comparable  to  the  old,  middle,  new  linearization  matrix,  in  which 
language  periodization  replicates  chronology. 

Already  here,  however,  there  appear  fundamental  problems  which  are 
peculiar  to  the  nature  of  the  Arabic  sources  which  the  system  serves  to 
elucidate  by  its  classification.  Writing  about  the  classical  period,  Fischer 
(1982b:  44)  notes  that  Sibawaih’s  grammar  marked  the  culmination  of  the 
development  of  a standard  Classical  Arabic  (‘markiert  den  Abschluss  der 
Ausbildung  einer  klassisch-arabischen  Standardsprache  ).9  At  the  same  time, 
for  the  characterization  of  pre-classical  Arabic  Fischer,  rather  than  define  the 
variety  in  terms  of  linguistic  attributes,  refers  the  reader  to  Noldeke  s (1897) 
grammar  of  Classical  Arabic.  Noldeke’s  grammar  is  replete  with  unclassical- 
looking  forms.  It  happens,  however,  that  one  of  Noldeke  s important  sources 
for  his  grammar  is  none  other  than  Sibawaih.  Noldeke  for  instance  (1897-  J4) 
notes  the  3MSG  object  pronoun-(u)h,  e.g.  lam  ?adrib-uh  ‘I  didn’t  hit  him 
instead  of- bu,  ?adrib-hu,  is  an  alternative  form  discussed  in  Sibawaih  II:  3U 
(see  discussion  in  sect.  8.9).  Sibawaih  cannot  at  one  and  the  same  time  be 
the  culmination  of  the  classical  period  and  a key  source  for  the  pre  classic 


' It  Should  be  noted  that  the  Paadaab  literature  was  not  a part  of  the  Ungutstic  data  treated  by  the 
eaI'ly  grammarians.  They  used  examples  from  the  QurPaan,  from  taiy  p°  T>  _ 

informants,  and  from  their  own  constructed  examples.  A problem  wi  e a “ ^ 

that  much,  if  not  all  of  it,  is  available  only  in  later  versions,  which  quite  possi  y m B.nera] 

certainty — were  edited  according  to  later  stylistic  norms  (see  Bosworth  1989.  , , t 

discussion).  Of  course,  a pre-ClL.cal-^lassical-post-Classical  histoncal  chant  can  be  worked  ojtt 

for  individual  constructions.  Larcher,  for  instance  (2003: 189)  argues  that  con  o terms  Dre- 

progressive  simplification  of  verb  forms  in  the  condition  and  result  clauses  om  w 
Classical  Arabic  ( QurPaan,  poetry)  to  Classical  to  post-Classical  Arabic.  ., 

’ Fischer  properly  allows  for  a historical  development  even  in  the  era  of  what  ts  termed  here  Old 
Arabic.  See  sect.  2.5  for  a further  type  of  modem  matrix. 
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Hetites  to  taZL  aPP  “ ,h'  °'her  SOU'CB  UKd  * “Mete. 

K^rm  c„  ZTn  7°us  °“I’Ii°"al  constructions  found  in  the  different 

ZZZSX  7?  readinSS’  h°W“er'  are  “1"%  ^tested,  a,  the 

^ouISdetdH  ^htCe",u,T'i'i"F“l'«'*c'^calff.(SeeCh.4). 

3MSG  object  suffix  van°  7 a™  35  ” source- 11  can  be  noted  that  the  same 
that  both  bedouins  (Arabs)  and  to  s'* by  Farta?  223,  388)>  who  obse,Te' 
?AWh  (d.  ,48/76 On  ui  Z w 7“  r'aderS  ^ im  <d  ”«'»>  ”d 
In  feet,  NOldtketl.7  varia”< to  eertain  contexts. 

history  of  Arabic.  Rather  10  St3ges  in  the  Ian8uage 

of  Classical  Arabic  as  he  undo  t a W3S  interested  in  exceptions  to  the  rules 
not  commit  himself  on  the  ^ °°  **  contrast  to  Fischer,  Noldeke  does 
sical  Arabic  ^CntdTT  ^ **  ex«pd<™  *>  <**■ 
Classical  Arabic.  This  indeed  isT  far-Terh08'^7  °r  Comparatively  Prior  t0 
of  the  comparative  method  to  u • C,mg  questlon  requiring  appheation 
question  needs  to  be  left  onP  efumdlvidual  feature.  Lacking  this,  the 
contemporary  with,  e.e.  a ‘non”  7 ^ non'classical  feature  is  older, 

or  newer  than,  Classical  Arahir  ^0rm  w^ic^  did  not  get  classicized, 

With  this  last  oUemdM1  the  h 1^n°'fld0n) 
characterized  by  Fischer  is  tab,.  3S1S  ° 3 Pre'classical  Hterary  Arabic  as 
work.  There  are  no  large  corpora  ofT’  ^ ^ pendinS  closer  comparative 
sources  cited  in  (i)  above  derive  J Ch™nolo8ically  Pre-Classical  Arabic.  All 
all  he  in  what  Fischer  terms  the  classTcal  period*1  CentUI7’  S°  chronologically 

2-2.2.  Holistic  Arabic 
A pre-Classical  Arabic  is  ther^fo  i • 

which  has  been  established  on  con^n  °glca^yposslhle  entity,  though  not  one 
applying  logical  matrices  to  Arabic  Unguistic  terms-  The  problem  of 

language  is  added  to  the  mix  eC°meS  mUch  greater  when  the  spoken 

The  stage  for  this  was  set  at  1 

German  Arabicist  Fleischer  ^ ***  ^ears  a8°’  The 

pradie,  i.e.  holistic  Arabic’)  could  offer  a 3 hohstlc  lanpage’  ( Gesammt - 
varieties  of  Arabic  which  could  h " mc  us've  linguistic  umbrella 

very  different  from  one  another 

Unless  one  assumes  , 

references  from  ‘pre-Classical’  °ne  identify,  disentangle  and 

not  think  in  terms  ofhi^  ,'  ethin8  which  Fischer  dfL’  d reconstru«  Sibawaih’s  classical 
data  he  provid™  ^ hr"  ^ bu*  rat her  Und«^  Sibawaih  himself  did 

" A Kufan  KoranT  ln  . ^ '***  A™*  around  him.  The 

-ry  frequently  by  Farra^'  «».  - fourteen  reader  « Gmiot 


1990: 160.  He  is  cited 
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(1854/1968: 155). 12  This  holistic  Arabic  could  be  divided  into  three  stages,  Old 
Arabic,  Middle  Arabic,  and  Neo-Arabic  ( Altarabisch , Mittelarabisch,  Neuar- 
abisch).  Importantly,  these  three  stages  are  definitional  constructs.  It  would 
appear  that  Fleischer  conceived  of  them  in  chronological  terms.  The  first  two 
stages,  Old  Arabic  and  Middle  Arabic,  basically  correspond  to  Fischer’s 
Classical  Arabic  and  post-Classical  Arabic  respectively.  Old  Arabic  is  the 
language  of  the  QurPaan , of  poetry,  and  of  the  Arabic  grammarians  (Fleischer 
1854: 154),  while  Middle  Arabic  is  the  literary  language  which  emerged  in  the 
early  Islamic  era  in  the  lands  outside  the  Arabian  peninsula  (ibid.:  155).  Neo- 
Arabic  is  not  characterized  explicitly,  though  clearly  Fleischer  understood  this 
variety  as  the  contemporary  Arabic  dialect. 

The  key  element  of  the  current  exposition  is  that  the  logical  matrix  of  Old 
Arabic,  Middle  Arabic,  Neo-Arabic  is  imposed  by  fiat,  rather  than  established 
on  the  basis  of  comparative  linguistic  practice. 

My  current  critical  introduction  has  a stringently  linguistic  basis.  Under- 
standing the  motivation  and  causes  underlying  Fleischer’s  initiative,  is  an 
enterprise  well  outside  the  scope  of  the  present  book.  This  belongs  properly  to 
the  history  of  Arabic  studies  in  the  West.  It  may  be  noted,  however,  that 
Fleischer’s  model  is  in  part  an  attempt  to  incorporate  the  modern  dialects  into 
the  total  fabric  of  Arabic.  He  notes,  for  instance,  that  Neo-Arabic  enjoys  a 
serious  status  either  among  Arab  nor  among  many  Western  scholars  (1885: 
154)- 13  Citing  work  by  the  Finnish  Arabicist  Wallin  on  Najdi  dialects,  he 
suggests  that  Arabic  peninsular  dialects  may  be  closer  to  Old  Arabic  than  is 
commonly  thought,  perhaps  being  a direct  descendant  of  these  (1885. 157)- 1 
In  1854,  Arabic  dialectology  was  very  much  in  its  infancy,  and  it  may  be,  at  the 
risk  of  being  generous,  that  Fleischer  was  using  the  term  Neo-Arabic  as  a 
heuristic,  a place-holder  for  the  incorporation  of  the  spoken  dialects  into 
Arabic  studies,  whose  precise  linguistic  status  was  yet  to  be  determined. 


12  Fleischer’s  ideas  appear  in  the  introduction  to  an  article  on  Arabic  lexicography  which  ^ 
originally  published  in  1854,  republished  in  1885  in  a collection  of  his  articles,  the  latter  work  being 
reprinted  in  original  format  in  1968.  Page  references  are  therefore  to  the  1885  collection. 

13  Unfortunately,  a suspicion  as  justified  today  as  it  was  150  years  ago.  A Stan  wor  0 
Semitic  languages,  Moscati  et  al.  (1980:  14)  essentially  stops  Semitic  language  history  with  Classical 

Arabic,  modem  dialects  contributing  nothing  to  it.  fu„_ 

14  Fleischer  does  not  explain  where  he  sees  Wallin’s  texts  as  closer  to  the  Classical  language  th 
urban  dialects.  Wallin’s  texts  are  from  Najdi  Arabic,  songs  and  poetry  written  m Arabic  *™P‘ 
transcribed  as  Wallin  says  he  heard  them.  Wallin  notes,  however,  that  the  recitations  o no 

follow  the  usual  phonology  of  the  dialect,  the  typical  tf  for  instance  being  rendered  m his  texts  as  x, 

and  dz  as  q (sidiq  for  sididz)  (1851: 10, 1852:  218).  ...  , a,;,-!,  was  also 

15  Fleischer  himself  described  an  opposition  between  a proper  bedouin  anguage, 

basis  of  Koranic  Arabic  and  of  the  Standard  ‘Arabiyya,  and  a debased,  urban  vanetylevehpedby 
non-Muslims  (1847: 155).  This  discussion  takes  place  in  the  context  of  a summary  of  a text  which 
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However,  the  fact  remains  that  this  early  matrix  is  not  linguistically  based. 
Moreover,  m citing  Wallin’s  work  on  Saudi  Arabian  dialects,  Fleischer  allows 
other,  non-hnguistic  parameters  to  intrude  into  his  interpretations.  He  sug- 
gests that  urban  Neo-Arabic  ( stddtisches  Neuarabisch)  is  further  removed 
om  Old  Arabic  than  are  the  Arabian  dialects.  From  this  observation  it  is 
c ear  that  the  Old  Arabic  - Neo-Arabic  dichotomy  is  to  be  understood  as  a 
historical  linguistic  development  which,  presumably,  may  show  greater  or 
esser  degree  of  innovation  in  Neo-Arabic.  No  comparative  linguistic  basis  for 
this  assumption  is  provided,  however.  Moreover,  a further  non-linguistic 
parameter,  the  urban-bedouin  division  obtrudes  effortlessly  into  Fleischer’s 

Dr‘"  'n8’  a”t!Cip.at1^  the  ,mP°sit,on  of  other  logical  matrices  onto  an  inter- 
pretation of  Arabic  linguistic  history  (see  sect.  1.6.7). 

his  bedT"’  3t  WaUin  S WOfk  Sh°ws  that  Wallin  himself  judged 

CiJST Z h " : >»  conformity  or  .ack  ,lJJ jo 

ST '£  * b‘C'  U\‘1' * do"''  >«  8«  !«•'  appears  in  fhe  text,  'rather 
£ irnTT  1“  ***'  <“»  *>•  “•  ***»  'corrects’  >h,  Najdi 
3 7ZZT  >“*'  f°™'  Th'  Najdi  basic  verb  rL 

Poraad  ,,  °“ur  r*,her  th>”  the  grammatical  [i.e.  Classical  Arabic) 

appeal  Sad  of  T "i*h  «”->  »em  ^u,  is  noted  to 

endings  are  not  re  f^.  “ “ accusative  context)  because  'the  old  case 
usmg  mfe«  "ce  ^ «>^Po»ry  Arabs)  I,  may  be  Wallin  was 

its  constant  citation  im  jartsSwaL”  cTST  “ <h' 

which  can  easilv  bp  nnd  , , , ns  commentary  a normative  character 

mod“r  dev:ior -• 

Wallin  offers  a strictly  descrintive  n A”b,c  Phonology  (1855:  7) 

dialects,  though  does  refer  \n  Ummary  of  both  Classical  Arabic  and  the 
language’  ( dlL  ^ whi“  Z (See  Ch‘  ^ * the  oldest 

modem  bedouin  ‘Old’  and  h • r COntrasts  Wlth  the  language  of  the 
chronological,  h a f^'Zr  7 17  C3tl0n  here  W aPP<*rs  to  be  strictly 
fashion  explicitly  summarize^t!^  '858:  6?3~5^  WaIlin  in  a rather  confused 

*•**«  s^rirorLSrr^ a 

within  Blau's  genre  of  Middle  Arabic  i «. 

rCSp°nSlblc  for  introducing  a fr°m  the  '^^iyya.  Fleischer  thus 

SS  ‘nd  c “"p“  “-*» ou  -■ 

mW  Arabh’C  g°“  n^'o^y^Mhe'c^endT^^’T  “*  n0t  accordlnB  to  the  rules  of 

LT  1 * ’'doch  bd  einigen  BediuinetS^'i  ST"'  * ^ amon8  *>me  bedouin 

epenthetic  vowels,  as  wiU  be  seen  in  sect.  8.3;  see  ikTch  endin8s’  however’ 


Old  Arabic  and  Comparative  Linguistics  43 

With  these  examples  of  Fischer  and  Fleischer,  the  groundwork  is  laid  for 
exemplifying  the  two  main  strands  of  Western  interpretations  of  Arabic 
linguistic  history.  The  first  strand  is  an  adherence  to  a strict  chronological 
historical  line.  Neo-Arabic  is  not  new  because  it  is  characterized  by  certain 
innovations  relative  to  Old  Arabic,  but  simply  because  the  dialects  are 
chronologically  younger  than  Old  Arabic.  The  second  is  an  assumption  that 
Classical  Arabic  as  defined  by  the  sources  in  (1)  above  is  the  historical 
standard  for  all  further  varieties  of  Arabic,  be  they  literary  varieties  or  the 
development  of  modern  dialects.  Both  assumptions  present  fundamental 
impediments  to  a linguistic  history  of  Arabic. 

2-3-  Arabic  and  the  Dialects 

In  this  section  I introduce  further  interpretations  of  the  history  of  Arabic.  All 
of  them  assume  an  Old-New  dichotomy,  while  one,  as  with  Fleischer  above, 
adds  a middle  variety  as  well.  I should  note  that  in  this  section  I exemplify 
important  types  of  interpretation  without  embedding  them  in  a broader 
Arabicist  intellectual  history. 

2-3-t.  Brockelmann:  Old  to  New  without  discussion 

Carl  Brockelmann  is  one  of  the  most  respected  scholars  in  the  history  of 
Semitic  studies,  his  Grundrifi,  published  in  1908  and  1913  (vols.  i,  ii)>  to  this 
day  being  a fundamental  reference  work  in  the  field.  In  the  Grundrifi  Brock- 
elmann, while  extensively  cataloguing  the  Neo- Arabic  reflexes  of  grammatical 
categories,  is  virtually  silent  about  their  historical  status,  other  than  their 
Post-Classical  Arabic  emergence.  The  term  ‘Neo-Arabic  ( Neuarabisch ) does 
not  appear  until  p.  45,  and  then  as  an  exemplification  of  a form.  Neo-Arabic  is 
assumed,  not  defined  or  demonstrated.  Earlier  he  notes  that  spoken  dialects 
are  very  poorly  attested  in  the  research  literature  before  the  nineteenth 
century  (1908:  25). 

brockelmann’s  silence  on  the  emergence  of  Neo-Arabic  is  very  much  in 
keeping  with  the  classificatory  character  of  the  Grundrifi,  the  extensive  listing 
°f  forms  from  the  various  Semitic  languages  being  its  great  strength.  In  the 
introduction  he  explicitly  states  that  for  him  reconstruction  is  a purely  forma 
exercise,  reconstructed  entities  having  no  correlate  in  a real  language  (1908. 
4~5>  35).  Furthermore,  the  Semitic  languages  are  so  similar  to  one  another, 
that  a geographically-based  classification  of  the  languages,  presumably  rather 
than  one  based  on  shared  innovation,  is  the  best  approach  to  summarizing 
them  (1908: 6).  This  approach  coincides  with  his  observation  that  the  Semitic 
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languages  have  experienced  a great  deal  of  close  contact,  speakers  of  one 
Semitic  language  often  shifting  to  another.  The  remark,  though  interesting, 
remains  an  isolated  aside,  and  in  no  way  presages  an  interest  in  the  effects  of 
language  contact  on  language  change. 

oralfT’  *7  1908  ^ dich°t0my  Old-New  Arabic  is  confirmed  as  an 
PnnCiplen0t  in  need  of  a comparative  linguistic  basis.  Dis- 

o I ,rmrratlVe  llngUistic  development  of  his  Neo-Arabic  out  of 
Old  Arabic  is  therefore  entirely  absent  from  Brockelmann. 

2.3.2.  Fuck:  Old  to  New,  pre-diaspora  to  post-diaspora 
IS raWe  fr*  «”8»Wc  studies  Pack’, 

class-based  difference  between  Arab"’  ^ ^ Same.tlmC  lheK  develoPed  a 
middle  class  (1950: 5-7)  Upper  class  and  a non- Arab  lower  and 

suggests*  that  maSve  simpT  “ ^ t0  f°Uow  here‘  °n  the  one  hand  he 
ever,  is  exiguous  and  hi?^™  "*?  “ P'ay'  His  evidence  for  this,  how- 
sources  (especially  Jahid’s  JT  qUeStIOnable'  Relying»  as  noted,  on  literary 

century),  he  quotes  S ^ from  the  "lid-ninth 

of  the  language  (5):  °WlnS  aS  a"  examPle  of  the  extreme  pidginization 

U)  iZjiitaTuTn^  haWMZ'ha  Wa  SorHk-aat-nafi  madaaPin-ha  wa  kamaa 

they  coLe^oTeTale  T “ its  Mada?in  and  as 

business  partners  in  this  circumstance.™315  deUvered  by  our 

would  be  of  contextualization,  the  meaning 

ammatically,  however,  the  sentence  shows  a high 

5312k  SS*"  ***  “7ec,°  edition  (p.  90)  is  found  madaayin-ha 

MadTm  L ‘f‘h'  ,dowaabb  fa-nabnu  nabi/iuhaa  ' W°  Umadaa?i"  yaWaO-uwna 

w 

7~;hn°]3r  VOWek  are  (giVen ln ^ >" myedit.cn of 

noTac^  ^ h,Ck  °f  Ca*  here  accordan  t t mten*  “ W**  gauge.  Flick  thus 

'‘‘"g  a linguistically  grounded  methtjolo^y  COIKept,on  of  how  this  bad  Arabic  looked. 
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degree  of  linguistic  competence  in  Arabic,  far  too  great  to  present  it  as  an 
instance  of  pidginization.  In  particular,  the  morphology  is  completely  correct, 
allowing  for  fariik-aat  instead  of  / urakaaP,  and  complex.  Besides  their  correct 
personal  prefixes,  the  two  weak  verbs  occur  in  their  correct  conjugation,  and 
the  noun  fariik  has  two  suffixes,  plural  -aat  followed  by  a pronominal  suffix. 
A universal  mark  of  pidginization  is  a lack  of  morphological  structure,  as 
indeed  has  been  attested  in  Arabic  itself  (Thomason  and  El-Gibali  1986;  see 
Owens  1997:  132,  on  a short  tenth-  century  text;  Smart  1990  on  Gulf  Pidgin 
Arabic).  Contrary  to  pidginization,  it  appears  that  one  is  dealing  here  with  a 
relatively  sophisticated  L2  variety,  though  of  course  the  data  is  presented  to  us 
through  the  filter  of  Jahid’s  stereotypes,  not  meticulously  recorded  texts. 

On  the  other  hand,  Fuck  identifies  a class-based  variety,  non-native  Arab 
lower  and  middle  classes  in  the  early  Islamic  empire  striving  assiduously  to 
learn  the  Classical  Arabic  of  the  Arab  upper  class.  They  basically  succeeded, 
failing  only  to  learn  the  case  endings.  This  caseless  variety  then  became  the 
basis  for  Arabic  urban  dialects. 

This  presentation  is  rather  confusing  and  as  a linguistic  explanation  for  the 
transition  from  Old  to  Neo-Arabic,  unsatisfying.  On  the  one  hand  in  the 
course  of  the  diaspora  an  abysmal  pidgin  developed,  but  at  the  same  time  a 
form  of  Arabic  normal  except  for  the  loss  of  case  endings.  Given  Fucks 
reliance  on  written  sources,  little  better  can  be  expected.  Both  summaries 
are  correct  in  their  own  way,  at  least  true  to  the  sources,  allowing  for  a better 
characterization  of  L2  varieties  as  indicated  in  the  discussion  around  (2) 
above.  Fiick  himself  admits  that  ‘the  specifics  of  this  development  as  a 
consequence  of  the  lack  of  contemporary  material  are  virtually  unknown 
(1950:  5).  Ultimately,  as  with  Fleischer  100  years  before  him,  Fiick  s historical 
linguistics  rests  on  a logical  matrix  of  Old  vs.  New,  with  only  the  barest  of 
linguistic  substance  to  justify  the  dichotomy. 

Before  moving  to  the  next  model,  it  is  worthwhile  pausing  to  summarize 
the  opinion  of  two  linguists  who,  if  indeed  not  directly  influenced  by  Fuck, 
developed  ideas  which  are  prominent  in  his  work. 

The  first  is  the  well-known  koine  hypothesis  of  Ferguson  (1959^)-  Ferguson 
argued  that  in  the  early  Islamic  military  camps  a simplification  or  koimzation 
°f  Arabic  occurred  which  heralded  in  the  modem  dialects.  In  Fiick  s version 
(l95o:  5)  the  military  camps  and  early  Islamic  cities  such  as  Kufa  and  Fustat 
(Cairo)  saw  the  development  of  a common  bedouin  variety,  which  serve  as 
die  basis  of  what  became  known  as  Classical  Arabic.  Ferguson  took  this  same 
social  milieu  to  be  the  breeding  ground  for  a common  variety  of  Ara  ic  o j 
simplified  according  to  fourteen  different  parameters.  In  a sense,  Ferguson  s 
treatment  is  the  first,  and  till  today  one  of  the  few  attempts  to  extensive  y 
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fr7  0U  “ N“'AllbiC  “CCOrdi"8  '»  Unguis*  para- 

developed  in  this  SraseSn ' VWdkT™^  T'"^  'he  P”digDI 

features  in  this  wnrt-  u . * W1  not  comment  on  his  individual 

Perspective  as  tha,  devekjed  in"  “a  ^ ‘° 

ginization  is  held  resSsible  fcf  ^ "'at10”  hypothesis  (19840),  in  which  pid- 
recent  work  (2004)  Verst  t °r  amplification  of  Arabic  dialects.  In  a 
emphasizing  second  lanv  ^ 1 3PPe3rS  t0  have  changed  his  ideas  somewhat, 
source  of  the  old  to  8 P^zation  as  the 


2'3'3-  ^au:  Old  to  Middle  to  New 
The  progression  Old  to  Middle  to  Me, 

pretation,  in  which  Middle  A rate  WaS  met  above  ln  Fleischer’s  inter- 
Classical’.  Fleischer  assumes  hut  O ^ ""311^  ^ ^ Va*Ue  °f  Fischer’s  <Post‘ 
Middle  Arabic  to  Neo-Arab  a ^ ^ ^emonstrate  the  transition  from 
Arabic  was  offered  by  Joshua  Rl  VCTy  ^ifFerent  interpretation  of  Middle 
and  careful  textual  analysis  ri  ^ V,966’  '98*’ 19881  2002)-  Based  on  extensive 
personal  and  business  letters  f **  * °WC<^  tbat  tbere  were  many  documents, 
Arabic  sources,  written  in  wh  °u  mstance’  and  many  Christian  and  Jewish 
basically  Classical  mati  ^ Arabk-  While  written  in  a 

dialects.  The  earliest  is  dated  t lu'^f  manF  dements  of  modern  Arabic 
numerous,  however,  only  in  the  t°  1*  ate  seventh  century.  They  become 
tation,  Blau  suggested  that  Mid^rira?011117’  ?"  ^ basis  °f  his  documen' 
>°n  from  Old  to  Neo-Arabir  pm  • W3S  tbe  m*ssing  link  in  the  transi- 
contact  between  Arabic  and  nonS  “ th<\early  Sarnie  era  as  the  result  of 
viewed  as  an  empirical  appliratm  ra  ^ -speakers  (1981).  Blau’s  thesis  can  be 
sense  that  given  Old  and  New  " ° ^ logical  matrix-  11  is  logical  in  the 
empirical  in  that  his  Middle  is  must  be  Middle  as  well.  It  is 

Subsequent  work  indicated  th  Y 3 COrpus  of  texts, 
interpretation  other  than  a sequent’  i*1!*-  ^ldcPe  Arabic  could  be  given  an 
very  early  documents  and  very  ]at,> ' ’ !*tonca*  one-  emerged  that  both 
entury  text),  showed  the  same  sort  8 ^oss  1995>  on  a seventeenth- 
• T*  * tbese  deyiations  can  be  im°  eviatlons  from  a standard  norm. 
,n, . t'renc‘-  from  the  dialea  in  a learn  accord*ng  to  perspective,  as 

Nights,  Mahd! " 8‘ ™'d  Arabic  (e.g.  hja  for  halt, 

“ s«  Kaye  lo76  fn  ’ °r  3S  kanung  errors  of  a type  all  who 

titon  tourJb?;riyCntlC15m-  Abboud-W  . 

m,sgivings  (2005-  24)  Beh  °nJ|ergUi>on  b959&),  Cohen  I'icT*!3  has  a good  summary  of  proposed 

8 Parted  old/new  contrast  reaffi™ed  the  non-comparativist 


Old  Arabic  and  Comparative  Linguistics  47 

have  studied  Standard  Arabic  as  a second  language  will  be  familiar  with;  for 
instance,  lam  taquwliy-na  ‘you.F  did  not  say’,  instead  of  taquwl-iy - with  the 
suffix- «a  wrongly  maintained  in  the  jussive  verbal  form  (Blau  1966:  269).  In 
either  case,  Middle  Arabic  in  these  texts  arises  from  a mixture  of  Standard 
Arabic  and  a spoken  dialect  and  is  adventitious  upon  these  varieties  (see 
Larcher  2001;  Versteegh  2005  for  summaries  and  overviews).  Indeed,  Blau 
himself  has  tended  to  move  Middle  Arabic  from  the  historical  to  the  stylistic 
realm  (1982),  no  longer  viewing  Middle  Arabic  as  a variety  independent  of 
Classical  Arabic/ Arabic  dialects.19  In  his  latest  work  (2002: 14)  he  writes  that 
‘Middle  Arabic  is  the  language  of  mediaeval  Arabic  texts  in  which  classical, 
post-classical,  and  often  also  Neo-Arabic  and  pseudo-correct  elements  alter- 
nate quite  freely.’  It  is  primarily  a style,  not  a historical  stage. 

2.4.  Neo-Arabic  and  the  Neo-German  school 

After  well  over  a hundred  years  of  logical  classification,  an  attempt  was  finally 
made  to  give  linguistic  content  to  the  Old  Arabic  - New  Arabic  dichotomy.  In 
ch.  3 of  the  Handbuch  der  arabischen  Dialekte  a number  of  phonological  and 
morphological  contrasts  between  the  two  are  summarized.20  This  summary 
follows  in  the  tradition  of  Ferguson  (1959b,  see  sect.  2.3.1  above)  and  Cohen 
(1972),  though  the  dialects  rather  than  emerging  in  a sociolinguistic  object,  the 
koine,  ostensibly  have  the  status  of  a comparative  linguistic  end  product,  Neo- 
Arabic.  I will  devote  the  bulk  of  this  chapter  to  a critical  review  of  this  summary, 
as  the  very  idea  of  Old  vs.  Neo-Arabic  stands  or  falls  as  a linguistic  concept  on 
the  nature  of  the  linguistic  developments  which  are  represented  within  it. 

In  all,  Fischer  and  Jastrow  discuss  about  twenty  features.  Rather  than 
review  each  in  turn,  I criticize  the  entire  concept  by  grouping  the  features 
Into  four  types.  A detailed  discussion  of  representatives  of  each  type  will  serve 
to  characterize  the  efficacy  or  lack  thereof  of  the  features.  The  features  may  be 
characterized  by  the  following  four  parameters. 

” Holes  (1995:  31)  writes,  ‘it  is  possible  to  discern  a clear  line  of  development  from  the  earliest 
Witten  Arabic  ephemera  (c.ad  800)  through  medieval  Middle  Arabic  texts  to  the  modem  colloquials. 
Jo  my  knowledge,  there  is  no  detailed  published  work  which  has  demonstrated  such  an  assumed 
exelopment;  as  noted  here,  the  current  consensus  is  rather  to  view  Middle  Arabic  as  a stylistic  by- 
product. Against  what  can  be  termed  the  linear  view  of  Middle  Arabic  development,  Versteegh  (2005: 
1<>)  warns  us  not  to  ‘[r]egard  them  [Middle  Arabic  texts]  as  true  reflections  of  the  vernacular  speech  of 
me  writers,  but  as  “the  tip  of  the  iceberg”  giving  us  a glimpse  of  what  had  taken  place  in  the  spoken 
Speech-  There  is  in  any  case  a general  consensus  that  a great  deal  more  analysis  remains  to  be  earned 
out  on  Middle  Arabic  texts,  which  will  shed  further  light  on  the  two  positions. 

A shorter  summary  of  the  features  is  also  found  in  Fischer’s  chapter  ‘Das  Neuarabische  und  seme 
T7ekte’  in  the  Grundriss  (1982c).  The  Handbuch  remains  a standard  reference  work  for  Arabic 
dialectology 
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1.  The  contrast  characterizes  some,  but  not  all  modem  dialects. 

2.  The  contrast  characterizes  some,  but  not  all  varieties  of  Old  Arabic. 

3-  The  data  are  incomplete. 

4-  The  contrast  is  valid,  so  far  as  our  information  goes. 

I begin  with  the  first.  The  most  common,  and  most  difficult  problem  in  my 

faTnl  at  f 1S  presented  as  an  01d  Arabic  - Neo-Arabic  dichotomy  in 
betveen™  a ^ S°me  °f  m°dem  Arabic  di^-  Others  are  identical 
examnlem  H rr  c C m°dem  dia'ectS' In  fact- takes  but  one  counter- 
Arabic-Neo- Arabic.^  3 **  30  CXample  for  the  holistic  dichotomy  Old 

of  syllables  In'oiJ  A eleiT|ent  of  phonology,  the  structure 

CVCC  which  k rat>1C  SyUables  with  sh°rt  vowels  are  CV  and  CVC  (or 
40,  sect,  u]  ‘in’u  6 ^n°red  berey  According  to  Fischer  and  Jastrow  (1980: 
open  syllables  ar  “ ' ‘ re*at‘°m  are  'lui(e  different:  short  vowels  in 

Wn  nl  "*■“?  “ a degree.’  Here  they  contras,  Old  Arabic 

dial*  ”,hA IT) ” Wr0"'  along  with  many 

structure  -CVCVCVC^ ''  V°Wel  “ an  open  syUab1'  in  ,h' 
high  vowels  are  even  m Tbey  g0  on  to  Point  out  that  short 

Fisch^and  ZZ T to  ddetion  than  « ones. 

cene  Arabic  or  Levant’  °7Vkr’  n0t  contrasting  Old  Arabic  with  Damas- 

Arabic  «*■>  -1 

I'l  and  |u|  will  be  discussed  in  ^ ““  0fSh0', 

point  out  that  descrintivei  m tbe  next  section.  Here  it  suffices  to 

according  to  the  behavior  of' 'shon^  ?°daa  dlakCtS  al°ng  a long  ^ 
syllables.  I use  the  mate  k c,  . Vowe  s or  even  short  vowels  in  open 
stressed,  pre-stress  and  n ! P °nologIcal  parameters  of  open  syllable  in 
one  extreme  are  dialects 'such^  h°  w10"  ^ dassifying  parameters.  At  the 
Werbeck  2001:  59,  'firihat  \h  ^ lgb  and  Yemeni  (Behnstedt  1985:  53-4; 
‘he  treats  him’),  and  the  Rah  6 W3S  3ppy’  T'  ‘iayyinu  ‘they  look’,  yi'Saaliguh 
1988: 3z5,  °<sis  (Behmtedt  and  woid-h  >** 64-81 

kept’  in  all  contexts  Sim’nl  fi  ^ ^°U  S'eep  ^ where  all  short  vowels  are 
western  Sudan,  Amb.cTST  <«  Ch‘  6 for  d«ad)’  in 

vowels  are  kept  in  all  cnn^vt  ' ameroon>  northeast  Nigeria)  nearly  all 
sometimes  (depending,  inter  alia.  ZV?™  ***  V°Wels  in  open  syllables 
{rt'jual  ‘men’,  'simip  ‘he  heard’  ' °-p  C consonantal  context)  being  deleted 
they  understood’).  Within  noon  *7  ~°  T Slmr>~0  they  heard’,  but  ‘fihim-o 
vowels  in  stressed  or  pre-stress  ° ^ stems>  Najdi  Arabic  keeps  all  short 
open  syllables,  ji'luus  ‘sitting’  0ldy  tbose  in  post-stress 

g-  r,,“'  "*"•  V»»'k  h.  post-stress  open  syllables 
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are  categorically  deleted,  'sirig  ‘he  was  robbed’  vs.  ’ sirig-aw  — > 'sirg-aw  ‘they.M 
were  robbed’  (Ingham  1994a:  27,  33).  In  various  northern  qultu  dialects  of 
Iraq,  Syria,  and  Anatolia,  high  vowels  in  open  syllables  are  always  deleted, 
r'jeel  ‘men’  (Sasse  1971:  92  on  Mardin  in  Anatolia),  unless  they  follow  CC-,  in 
which  case  they  are  maintained  (yoktsb-uun  ‘they  write’).  The  low  vowel  is 
deleted  only  under  certain  conditions.  In  the  reflexive  ( mutaawi ?)  prefix  of 
verbs  stems  V and  VI,  for  example,  it  is  deleted  tqaatal  ‘fight  with’  < 
*taqaatal).  In  pre-stress  open  syllables  in  nouns  and  adjectives  /a/may  be 
raised,  mokeetib  ‘office  <makaatib).  In  most  other  positions  a low  vowel  is 
retained,  'katabat  ‘she  wrote’.  Moving  to  the  extreme  of  deletion,  in  some 
North  African  dialects  any  short  vowel  in  an  open  syllable  will  be  deleted.  This 
gives  rise  to  stem  alternations  where  the  short  vowel  essentially  has  the 
function  of  a place-holder  to  prevent  the  build-up  of  too  many  consonants, 
ktob  ‘he  wrote  vs.  1 kotb-ot  “she  wrote”  (Caubet  1993:  31;  see  sects.  2.4.1  and 

5-8.3  below). 

These  observations  can  be  summarized  on  the  following  grid,  using  as 
parameters  occurrence  of  /a/in  an  open  syllable,  high  vowel  in  pre-stress  open 
syllable  and  high  vowel  in  post-stress  open  syllable.  For  purposes  of  present- 
ing a simplified  account,  I do  not  include  the  Mardin  forms  like  yaktabuun,  as 
this  would  entail  expanding  the  conditions  of  occurrence  where  deletion  does 
or  does  not  occur,  nor  a rule  which  raises  an  /a/to  an  HI  in  an  open  syllable  in 
some  dialects. 

In  Table  2.1,  a ‘4-’  indicates  that  the  vowel  is  maintained  in  the  relevant 
position,  a ‘— ’ that  it  is  deleted. 

What  is  developed  here  in  very  rudimentary  form  is  the  idea  that  modern 
dialects  can  be  ranged  along  an  implicational  scale  in  regards  to  the  three 
syllable  structure  parameters.  Phonologically,  maintenance  of  a short  high 
vowel  in  a post-stress  open  syllable  implies  maintenance  of  all  short 
high  vowels  in  all  positions.  If  an  /a/is  maintained  variably  (see  below),  then 


Table  2.1.  Basic  vowel  deletion  in  Arabic  dialects 


/a/  in  open  syllable 

pre-stress  high  V post-stress  high  V 

Highland  Yemen 

4- 

+ 

4- 

Bahariyya 

4- 

4- 

4- 

Western  Sudanic  Arabic 

4- 

4- 

+/- 

Najdi 

4- 

4- 

Mardin 

+1- 

— — 

Central  Morocco 

— 
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Ldtrd  "°*  ^ n“m“in'd  ” P-P0«—s  open  syllable  position, 

",r  ,ha-  “ 

complicated  situation  in  , ,r  A m fvIar<^'n  hides  a somewhat 
would  need  to  break  down  both  thehigh^d  1 I rePresentation 

into  a number  of  finer  categories  111  fa^  h !°W  V°Wd  °Pen 
representation  that  the  mr.H  a-  > however,  it  is  clear  from  this  short 

rubric  such  as  Neo-Arabic  asT  T'  Cann0*  be  subsum«<  under  a single 
very  best  (see  b^o^.  1 "f  *?*“£.  "»*  *”  °P»  fables  go.  A, 
between  'Old  Arabic’  an  A a-  i r^bic,  and  sect.  2.4.2),  a contrast 

Moreover,  as  will  be  seen  a In  If  T he,.*™m  onIy  for  some  dialects, 
implicational  scale  are  closem! Old^K'  dldeCtS  at  a certain  point  on  the 
Similar  instances  where  Fisrh  a tha"  are  °thers  is  Problematic, 
whole  include  the  following  ” 30  astrow  allow  a part  to  speak  for  the 

Many  Selt^ow^r1111'16^  chan8e  in  Ne°-Arabic  -ki  -»  ik. 
most  qultu  dialects  of  Me"1131"  invanable  kl  (sect.  42,  1980:  3.4.3, 
Arabic;  see  sect.  8.7.4  below)  P°t3mi3’  U*dd^  western  Sudanic 

mn/miin  'who?',  oT^nw  ? 'han8l"s  to  ' Neo- Arabic,  e.g.  man 

u found  ,n™“  7al™.rM“;(ibid'«'«c--3'b)  However, 
Ho™,  fehariyya  oasis  UbJ‘~  some  Yemeni 

some  Omani  dialects)  ° ®^P^  as  *s  anta  (Tihama  in  Yemen, 

(basic  stem,  9 derived'stemd'T  n°te  tha'  the  “n  standard  verb  forms 
ones  (ibid,  ^ * "T  are  essentially  identical  to  their  Old  Arabic 

separate  entities.  ° not  ^orm  a basis  for  identifying  two 


^parate  tan''3*115  °f ‘man>r’  «.  « one  of  a number  of 

the  Utter  implies  is  diffi°°i  m*Ulo,ls’  hundreds  of  millions?)  Th*”  many  speakers  hi  absolute  terms 
geographical  (discussed  in  **  notion  of  dialect  U TJ  mean.in  manV  dialects'  W*1*1 

Arabic,  historical  diaU-t  i ' 5 and  historical  terms  Such  sjc  ■ ®*Ven  “Phcit  definition,  both  in 
-ons,  ParticJStS1°gy.Ul  pa«*ular  all  buTnon  ^ f ^ neVer  undertaken  in 
forms  cited  as  excerni  *?8  dl^ects  “*  the  Arabian  penin  I are  significant  recent  excep- 

^-edregTonrX:"^0^  “d  ^ fT 7£'\  H<**  W«*>°  ^).  Z 

Particularly  close  shared  IZw  for separate  J " *£? ‘°n,  “e  from  geographically 

are  well  enough  established  history  requires  careful  cornttar?  P **1  dialects.  Whether  they  have  a 
"des  defining  a among  the  WOrk  In  the  ‘exceptions' 

8 rCnCC  Old  and  dldeCtS  “e  - - . from  the  sets  of 
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2.4.1.  i vs.  u,  An  interpretive  case  study 

The  question  of  short  vowels  provides  a rich  source  of  interpretive  material. 
I will  discuss  one  aspect  of  Fischer  and  Jastrow’s  proposed  OA-NA  contrast  in 
greater  detail  in  order  to  illustrate  the  range  of  sources  which  can  be  brought 
to  bear  on  the  issue  of  relations  between  Old  Arabic  sources  and  modem 
dialects.  They  observe  (ibid.  43,  sect.  3.5)  that  the  opposition  between  i-u,  the 
short  high  vowels,  is  only  weakly  represented  in  Neo-Arabic.  This  is  undoubt- 
edly correct,  and  as  they  observe  in  many  dialects  there  is  no  contrast 
whatsoever,  the  two  falling  together  in  a common  lol  whose  phonetic  real- 
ization is  determined  by  consonantal  context.  For  Moroccan  Arabic,  for 
instance,  Heath  (2002;  4-10)  distinguishes  three  broad  dialect  areas.  In  the 
southern  or  Saharan  dialect  Old  [i],  [u],  [a]  merge  in  [3].  However,  the  short 
vowels  may  be  maintained  in  open  syllables.  For  the  northern  type  Heath  does 
not  attempt  a generalization  relating  to  all  vowels  in  all  positions,  though  he 
does  speak  of  extensive  loss  of  short  vowels,  all  his  examples  being  short 
vowels  in  open  syllables.  The  central  type,  which  is  also  the  basis  of  a broad 
Moroccan  koine,  is  similar  to  the  northern  type,  except  it  appears  that  in 
many  positions  an  old  short  vowel  is  simply  lost  altogether,  as  in  n-ktab 
I write’  (southern  na-ktab).  In  many  grammars  of  North  African  dialects 
there  is  only  one  short  vowel,  represented  in  most  grammars  as  lal , whose 
value  is  determined  by  phonetic  context.  This  is  the  case  for  instance  with 
Caubet  (1993:  23)  for  Moroccan  Arabic,22  and  Mar^ais  (1956)  for  Djidjelli 
(Algeria)  has  only  la/,  whose  value  is  again  phonologically  determined. 
Indeed,  phonologically  a case  might  even  be  made  that  the  short  vowel  in 
some  dialects  is  always  determined  by  phonological  rule,  which  would  elim- 
inate it  from  the  grammar  altogether  at  the  abstract  level  (e.g.  Owens  1980). 

There  are  two  fundamental  problems  in  Fischer  and  Jastrow’s  formulation 
°f  the  short  vowel  situation,  however.  First  as  in  the  other  features  discussed 
ab°ve,  [i]  and  [u]  in  fact  are  maintained  in  various  modem  dialects.  Secondly, 
Fischer  and  Jastrow  imply  that  [i]  and  [u]  were  a stable  opposition  in  Old 
Arabic.  This  does  not  stand  up  under  close  examination  of  the  old  sources, 
owever.  Both  these  objections  will  be  exemplified  in  greater  detail  here.  In 
2-4-i.i,  I discuss  modern  sources,  including  the  results  detailing  a case  study 
conducted  in  Nigerian  Arabic.  In  sect.  2.4.1.2, 1 turn  to  the  old  sources. 

before  proceeding  to  this  discussion  it  may  be  helpful  to  sketch  the  basic 
ISSUe  with  the  following  developmental  trees.  Example  (3a)  represents  Fischer 

pL  that  she  recognizes  two  short  vowels  /a/ and  lu!,  which,  however,  apparently  are  not 

emicaUy  contrastive.  She  says  lul  is  rare. 
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and  Jastrow’s  proposal.  Short  vowels  are  stable  and/or  contrastive  in  Old 
Arabic,  while  in  Neo-Arabic  they  have  changed  in  such  a way  that  their 
stability  and  contrastive  value  is  reduced. 

(3)  Short  high  vowels  (a)Fischer/Jastrow  (b)  present  interpretation 

Old  Arabic  short  high  vowels  stable  short  high  vowels  stable/ 

unstable 

Modem  dialects  unstable  short  high  vowels  stable/ 

unstable 

(Old  Arabic  / Neo-Arabic  Old  Arabic  = Neo-Arabic  (=  approximates  to)) 

In  comparative  terms,  Fischer  and  Jastrow  describe  an  innovation  which 
distinguishes  Old  Arabic  from  Neo-Arabic.  The  question  I pose  here  is 
whether  in  fact  an  innovation  has  taken  place  which  distinguishes  Old  Arabic 
from  all  varieties  of  Neo-Arabic.  If  not,  as  in  (3b),  this  feature  must  be 
removed  from  the  proposed  set  of  factors  constitutive  of  the  differentiation 
between  Old  and  Neo-Arabic. 


vowel  in  a lexeme,  others  the  other),  while  in  other  areas  [i]  and  [u]  are  non- 
contrastive  phonemically,  but  complementary  on  a lexically  defined  basis. 

It  will  thus  be  instructive  to  look  in  greater  detail  at  the  behavior  of  [i]  am 
[u]  in  one  Arabic  dialect  where  the  two  vowels  in  both  open  and  closed 
syllables  are  very  healthy.  This  will  serve  as  one  basis  of  comparison  with  the 
situation  in  Old  Arabic  in  sect.  2.4.I.2.  The  dialect  illustrated  is  Nigerian 
Arabic.  While  there  are  no  phonemic  contrasts  between  i-u,  in  closed  syl- 
lables,23 the  two  vowels  have  to  be  given  phonemic  status  because  it  is  not 
predictable  in  which  form  a high  vowel  will  occur,  for  instance  in  the 
imperfect  verbs,  bi-tumm  ‘he  finishes’  vs.  bi-limm  ‘he  gathers’.  However,  the 
situation  is  far  from  clear-cut  in  that  there  is  a large  amount  of  lexical 
variation,  idiolectal,  sociolectal,  and  dialectal.  In  general,  given  an  [i]  or  an 
[u]  in  a word,  one  will  always  find  a lect  where  the  same  word  will  appear  with 
the  other  vowel. 

(4)  himirre  ~ humurre  ‘donkeys’ 
bitimm  ~ butumm  ‘he  finishes’ 


2.4.I.I.  Modern  short  high  vowels  While  there  are  dialects,  some  of  them  very 
large,  which  exhibit  rather  dramatic  short  vowel  loss,  there  are  also  many 
which  exhibit  short  vowel  retention  to  one  degree  or  another.  There  are 
dialects  with  a phonemic  contrast  between  the  three,  albeit  only  in  closed 
syllables.  For  eastern  Libyan  Arabic  Mitchell  (i960: 379)  cites  the  contrast,  higg 
young  camel,  hugg  look!,  hagg  ‘he  looked’,  and  Fischer  and  Jastrow  (1980: 
53  4)  themselves  note  that  there  are  dialects  which  retain  all  three  vowels,  for 
instance  some  dialects  in  Syria,  Lebanon,  and  Yemen. 

In  many  other  dialects  a free  variation  of  sorts  is  reported  for  the  occur- 
rence of  i/u  in  closed  syllables.  In  the  North  Yemen  language  adas  there  are  a 
number  of  entries  where  the  same  lexeme  shows  both  [i]  and  [u]  dialectal 
variants.  For  instance,  the  word  for  ‘frog’  with  various  consonantal  difference 
is  based  on  a stem  like  difdaSah  or  difdaxah  (CVfdVC2-ah).  In  five  of  the 
variants  the  initial  vowel  is  high  [i]  while  in  seven  of  them  it  is  [u]  (and  two 
[a]),  e.g.  difdaSah  vs.  duf<iayd-ah  or  dufduxah  (Behnstedt  1985:  203).  In 
S u iyya  Arabic  in  the  Sudan  [i]  vs.  [u]  are  lexically  specified  by  Reichmuth 
(1983:  59),  hidim  ‘clothes’  vs.  kufur  ‘unbelievers’.  They  are  not  phonemically 
contrastive.  In  Uzbekistan  Arabic  different  dialects  may  show  a different 
vowe  in  e same  lexeme,  mihitt  ‘he  puts’  (Jogari,  vs.  mihutt,  Arabkhona 
ic  is  a so  in  the  Jogari  dialect  area),  jifir  ‘well’  (Jogari)  vs.  jufur  (Djeinau, 
immermann  2002.  16).  In  many  areas  it  therefore  appears  that  [i]  and  [u] 
y in  a roadly-based  dialectal  free  variation  (some  localities  having  one 


To  illustrate  the  situation  in  greater  detail,  I note  the  results  of  a brief  survey 
I carried  out  more  than  ten  years  ago.  I drew  up  a list  of  i/u  alternating  words, 
like  those  in  (5),  and  elicited  the  form  with  the  short  high  vowel.  This  may  be 
a singular  noun,  a plural  noun,  a perfect  verb,  or  an  imperfect  verb.  In  (5)  the 
high  vowel  morphological  forms  elicited  in  the  survey  are  given,  along  with 
their  non-high  vowel  counterpart.  I use  the  /i/variant  as  standard  illustrative 
form  only. 


(5)  high  vowel 
kitif'  shoulder’ 
himirre  ‘donkeys’ 
dirdir  ‘wall’ 

kibir  ‘he  grew  up’ 


non-high  vowel 

kataafe  ‘shoulders’  [i]  in  SG  noun 
humaar  ‘donkey’  [i]  in  PL  noun 
daraadir  ‘wall’  [i]  in  SG  noun,  noun  is 
loanword24 

bikubar  ~ bikubur  ‘he  grows  up’  [i]  in 
perfect  verb 


23  In  the  examples  below  it  will  be  seen  that  one  vowel  occurs  in  a closed  syllable,  while  the  other 
does  not.  In  general  in  Nigerian  Arabic  vowel  harmony  obtains,  so  that  an  [i]  o'-  a [u]  in  one  syllable 
will  imply  the  same  vowel  in  another.  I assume  that  it  is  the  vowel  in  the  closed  syllable  which 
determines  the  vowel  quality,  though  this  is  a theoretical  question  which  does  not  need  to  be  answered 
in  this  exposition.  For  the  very  closely  related  Ndjamena  Arabic,  Pommerol  (i999:  ts)  gives  *he 
minimal  pair  jurr  ‘pull’  vs.  jirr  ‘fermented  millet’.  In  Nigerian  Arabic  the  latter  is  jiir. 

24  Loanwords  are  adopted  to  the  arbitrary  alternation  in  the  same  way  native  words  are.  It  may  be 
observed  that  Nigerian  Arabs  carry  over  the  alternation  into  their  L2  Hausa,  for  instance  the  word  for 
‘all*  may  appear  as  both  duk  or  dik.  The  first  is  standard  Hausa. 
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bihzz  he  pushes’  lazza  ‘he  pushed’  [i]  in  imperfect  verb, 

doubled  verb 

bijilis  he  sits  jaias  he  sat’  imperfect  verb,  normal 

triliteral  verb 

btjibduuha  ‘they  pull  it.F’  jabadooha  ‘they  pulled  it.F’  imperfect  verb, 
normal  triliteral  with  object  suffix 

Twentv-frT1'  ^°rt^  ^*§er'an  Arabs  were  orally  asked  to  fill  in  an  answer. 
A total  of  °m  Maiduguri,  twenty-two  from  various  villages.25 

have  been  * pa'rs  were  elicited.  Theoretically,  1,288  answers  should 

particularly  in  * 41  ° PF3Ctice  tlle  number  was  considerably  lower  because, 

no^  bfcoLnlf  hT  t£St  meth°d  W3S  not  understood,  and  could 

2 ^uired  a TlS  " **  perSOn’  Moreover,  for  an  answer  which 

[u].  For  instance f°rmS  were  8iven  than  those  with  [i]  or 
plural  of  himaar  ‘dn  t ^ imtrre(humurre  as  a possible  test  answer  for  the 
ents.  qazaal  ‘gazelle  antel  3nother  and  was  8iven  by  three  respond- 

Plural  for  naar  ‘fire’  washTrd  t *.n  reSponses  of  Vzlaan  as  plural,  while  a 
tokens  with  either  [i]  or  [u]  ° ^ at  ^ In  a11  there  were  762  answer 

The  test  was  carried  out  by  setting  up  a fill-in  frame,  of  the  following  type, 

Tf  “waUs^^e^^^h  ^ee^^a^uu^a  k waahid 

The  e^®ct^^swer^r^j>dty0(or  dwrdur)  (wall  SG) 

here.  ? ^ ^ yesterday  and  again  now  they (are  pulling  it) 

After  a few  trial  runs  with 

nominal  and  verbal  frames  th0^681  *tems>  and  running  separate  trials  for 

the  oral  blanks.  There  were  V 3rper  resP°ndents  had  no  problem  filling  in 

noted  by  me  on  an  answer  she  tn°UnS  elicited>  m verbs.  The  answers  were 

were  not  recorded.  6 PrePared  for  the  questionnaire.  The  sessions 

The  words  were  cho  k 

fact,  many  others)  could  annl!f  ^ ^observational  experience  that  these  (in 
present  purposes  the  test  result  ^ r C*dler  ^ or  [' u]  in  the  same  lexeme.  For 
results  confirmed  this  basic  observation.  In  all,  there 

ten  Ambuda'  Krenawa,  Magonari,  Dala  A»- 

^meS^m  f0Und  m °^ens  “e  (D°le)>  ^ (Dole),  Abbari  (Mallis).  The  first 

ntioned  map  are  given  in  brack*  ^ F°r  **«  >«  four,  neighboring  villages  from  the 
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are  407  [i]  tokens,  355  [u].  In  addition,  72  tokens  of  [a]  were  recorded,  which 
I will  not  consider  in  detail.26  Looking  more  closely  at  the  breakdown  of  the 
forms,  only  two  words  returned  no  variation  at  all  as  far  as  the  high  vowel 
quality  goes  (see  Table  2.2).  Otherwise,  all  other  lexemes  have  both  [i]  and  [u] 
in  their  responses.  In  general,  there  is  much  less  variation  among  individual 
verb  forms  than  among  nouns.  The  5 verbs  and  5 nouns  with  the  least  i/u 
variation  are  as  follows.  No  summarizing  statistical  tests  such  as  regression 
analysis  were  run,  though  it  appears  by  inspection  that  significant  influencing 
factors  could  be  the  following.  Phonologically  velars  favor  [u],  alveolars  [i]. 
Individual  lexemes  will  tend  towards  [i]  or  [u],  as  the  list  shows.  Only  one 
noun  has  close  to  a 50  per  cent  split,  kirkimme  ‘protrusion’  (i/u  = 8/10). 
Otherwise,  the  difference  nearly  always  lies  at  a 2 : 1 ratio  or  higher.  Finally,  as 
far  as  individual  lexical  patterns  go,  the  fiSil  verb  form  favors  [i].  However, 
among  nouns,  no  pattern-based  generalizations  are  evident.  In  the  list  in 
Table  2.1,  there  are  4 fiSille  plurals,  2 i-dominant,  2 u-dominant. 

None  of  these  factors  is  categorical.  The  plural  lisinne  ‘tongues’,  for  in- 
stance, composed  entirely  of  alveolar  consonants,  in  the  Maiduguri  sample 
returns  12  lisinne,  but  6 lusunne.  The  imperfect  bikubar  (or  bukubur)  returned 
in  the  perfect  13  kibir  vs.  t6  kubur. 


Table  2.2.  i/u  variation  in  Nigerian  Arabic,  selected  lexemes 


[i] 

[u] 

Verb 

No. 

% 

No. 

% 

limis  ‘he  touched’ 

35 

100 

0 

bilizz  ‘he  pushes’ 

40 

97-5 

1 

simin  ‘get  fat’ 

27 

91 

2 

96 

bugulub  ‘gallop’ 

2 

32 

bijibduuha  ‘they  pull  her’ 
Noun 

38 

92.5 

3 

rukubbe  ‘knees’ 

0 

10 

100 

dirdir  ‘wall  of  house’ 

36 

97 

1 

ininne  ‘reins’ 

24 

80 

3 

lijimme  ‘halters’ 

32 

88 

4 

86 

rugubbe  ‘necks’ 

2 

12 

26  Four  lexemes  account  for  54  of  the  72  [a]  tokens.  Three  of  these  are  [r]  contacts,  tor/  mat 
ksrkamme  ‘protusion’,  rsgabbe  ‘necks*,  and  one  is  an  emphatic  context,  . ne  ears  ■ n ' 
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Table  2.3.  Villages  vs.  Maiduguri 


Maiduguri 


Villages 


Note,  df  = 1 chi  sq  = 3.5,  p < .06 

Turning  briefly  to  the  dialect  and  sociolectal  distribution  of  the  forms,  the 
following  points  are  relevant. 

pi  Maiduguri  vs.  villages,  there  is  a tendency  for  the  city  to  favor 

[1],  villages  [u].  The  breakdown  is  shown  in  Table  2.3. 

, F<f  p°™e  le*emes  the  differences  can  be  quite  marked.  The  plural  of  kaab 
a a ) elbow,  for  instance,  is  18  : 1 in  favor  of  kuPubbe  in  villages,  but 
7:6m  favor  of  kiPibbe  in  Maiduguri  » 

of  nefohk  hut  one  respondent  can  be  grouped  by  the  parameter 

£££*"*  Three  neighborhoods  are  represented  by  at  least  four 

Table  2.4  Gam^am’  GwanSe>  and  Dikkeceri.  The  results  are  in 

populated  bv^  inc  ud‘n8  the  realization  [a],  Gambaru  tends  to  be 

relf  Gw/n  ^r0?,^  ^ °f  the  N‘g-ian  Arabic  dialect 

- 2 ange  and  Dikkeceri  from  those  from  the  east  (which  I have 

2'4'  l/u  in  three  Maiduguri  neighborhoods 


Gambaru 

Gwange 

Dikkeceri 

Note,  df  = 4,  chj 


^ = 9,  p < .06 


27  Looking  more  closelv  at  th..  \a  , 

neighborhoods  in  the  cit7’  Gambaru^Gw^ana  came  mainly  from  three  different 

Co  ls  an  ‘mportam  grouping  variable  in  a ec^n-  As  shown  in  Owens  (1998a),  neighbor- 
Drr::,nf  tbe  variation  in  Maiduguri  Arabic. 

anfnVL  t0  feVOr  (U1  the  [a]var  en,'S  V ^ **  Gamb™  &vor  [i],  Gwange  and 

3re  heav^y  Populated  by  Sr  = 7':f-  = >•  P < -7).  In  general,  Gwange 
In  mv sa " |SOUtbern  dialect,  whereas  Gambarul3"  **  °m  "^at  1 tCrm  BaSirmi  Arabic,  which  is  an 

i 
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called  the  Bagirmi  area).  However,  the  difficulty  in  drawing  linkages  based  on 
home  area,  or  ancestry  as  I term  it,  is  seen  in  a comparison  with  the  same 
variable  in  naturally  occurring  data  (recorded  texts).  In  texts,  which  include 
in  part  the  speakers  in  the  present  sample,  it  is  in  fact  the  Gambaru  area  with  a 
higher  proportion  of  [u],  Gwange  with  higher  [i]  (Owens  1998a:  143). 

The  villages  themselves  tend  to  have  balanced  representations  of  i/u 
(though  in  most  villages  only  one  person  was  asked).  The  most  extreme 
differences  are  14  [i]  vs.  7 [u]  (Mitene)  and  13  [i]  vs.  6 [u]  (Kinyande).  In 
natural  data,  summarized  in  Owens  (ibid.)  i/u  values  in  a sample  of  twenty- 
two  villages  gave  an  almost  even  split  of  the  two  sounds.  In  three  villages  more 
than  one  person  was  questioned,  Magonari  with  4,  Mule  Shuwari  with  3,  and 
Dala  Axderi  with  2.  In  Magonari,  4 individuals  were  questioned  (i/u)  1:  5/7,  2. 
8/3,  3:  5/8,  4:  11/5,  the  individual  differences  balancing  into  a 29/23  split.  In 
Mule  Shuwari  and  Dala  Axderi  on  the  other  hand,  the  [i]  value  predominated 
considerably,  22/12  in  Dala,  34/12  in  Mule.  This  difference  is  suggestive,  as 
Mule  and  Dala  are  neighboring  villages  directly  south  of  Maiduguri  on  the 
Dambua  road,  while  Magonari  is  east  of  Maiduguri,  close  to  the  administra- 
tive center  of  Mafa  (=  Muba).  On  the  admittedly  inadequate  basis  of  three 
cases,  one  is  tempted  to  speak  of  predominantly  [i]  villages  vs.  [u]  villages, 
perhaps  even  [i]  regions  vs.  [u]  regions.  This  suggestion  is  put  forward  in  light 
of  the  argument  advanced  in  this  chapter,  namely  that  the  [i]  ~ [u]  variation 
attested  here  essentially  continues  an  alternation  attested  in  the  pre-diasporic 
era.  To  understand  how  such  alternation  could  be  maintained  over  such  a 
long  period,  in  such  a broad  geographical  area,  more  detailed  socio-dialectal 

studies  such  as  that  sketched  here  are  needed. 

This  survey  is  indicative  of  a broad  maintenance  of  short  i/u  variation  in 
both  nouns  and  verbs.  The  important  overall  point  is  that  both  [i]  and  [u] 
despite  their  non-contrastive  status  are  firmly  embedded  in  Nigerian  Arabic, 
and  their  presence  in  a given  lexeme  in  a given  speaker  cannot  be  reduced  to 
categorical  grammatical  or  sociolinguistic  rule. 

2.4.I.2.  Short  high  vowels  in  Old  Arabic  sources  Turning  to  the  situation  in 
Classical  Arabic,  there  are  various  indices  which  point  to  an  analogous 
situation  as  in  the  modern  dialects.  That  is,  Fischer  and  Jastrow  s character 
ization  of  the  opposition  [i]  vs.  [u]  as  weakly  developed  (‘schwache  Ausbil- 
dung  der  Opposition  i : u,  1980:  43,  sect.  3.5)  applies  to  a large  degree  to 
Arabic  as  well.  This  becomes  clear  when  evidence  of  four  different  types  is 
considered. 

1.  Old  Arabic.  The  first  issue  relates  to  distributional  aspects  of  [1]  and 
[u]  in  Old  Arabic  where  it  may  be  observed  that  there  are  relatively  few 
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,„r  s p“  r.  s on  i/u  are  phoneraicai,y 

endLv  TZZ'  ■ "*  'ni,ial  SyUabl'  °f  “«  >°  *>*  c*« 

contrasts  such  * <“«  <>7>  Mow  on  this).  Thus,  one  has 

(7)  misk  ‘a  sweet  scent’ 
musk  ‘avariciousness’ 

mask- skin-  (Qutrab,  *.  (BrockeImann 

(8)  zyaa;  arrowheads’ 
z«;aa;  ‘glass’ 

zajaaj  ‘type  of  clove’  (Qutrub,  19). 

* K7  few  ,rfli,eral  ■«*<*  HI  and  („]  are  conhastive. 

(9j  xalaqa  ‘create' 

xahqa  ‘become  soft,  cooked’ 

EvenT^  beCOme  W°m’  (ll>n  U5aan' 10: 

1940-2:  viii.  eolMor^ver  Ch  h°WeVer’ [i)  may  vary  freely  with  [u]  (Kofler 

Uranic  Arabic,  does  "S  r™  (l966:  82)’  * 3 ^ * the  verb  in 

back  short  high  vowels  in  this  * C w Semantic  distinction  based  on  front  and 
second  stem  vowel  is  ‘En  Verb  form-  Hi*  concitision  about  the  tri-valued 
Pensons  qu’fi  n’existe  en  Con“rne  les  types  de  cette  forme,  nous 

netant  qu’une  variante  de  ftfila’  rL  tK  ^ et  fa<iila’  fa<iula 

understood  that  in  Koranic  A tv  u CUrrent  interpretation  this  is  to  be 
between  low  [a]  and  high  [i/ul^n^  V°Wel  exhibited  a contrast 

vowel  distinction  was  not  well.*  ^ . C P^10netic  front-back  short  high 
support  a robust  semantic  contrast  ^t^  P™fil^d  or  not  salient  enough  to 
ofthe  meaning  of  verb  stems,  Sibawaih m be  n°ted  that  in  his  summary 
Pairs  based  on  the  [u]— [i]  contrast  w a *' 24<S~58)  does  not  cite  any  minimal 
“ ^azi'”a  ‘become  sad’  vs  ha?n  *<  !?  contrast  high  and  low  vowels,  as 
therefore,  fad  to  confirm  the  tW  * , ", Tw°  °f  ^ earliest  sources, 

. °<M  positions  bo*  [i  r„r,^  ed  “““• in  (»)■ 

ogical  patterns  where  they  have  no  5“*  ^ 3re  defined  by  morpho- 

. us-  To  anticipate  a furtherlsuef  ^ ^ Ph°nemic  («■  contrastive) 

trastive  with  /a / but  not  with  each  other”™51  P°Siti°nS  [i]  3nd  [u]  are  con' 
(10)  muSallim  ‘teacher’ 
muSallam  ‘taught’ 

(ll>  taPrr“f-an  ‘behavior  ACC’ 

tesarrafa  ‘he  behaved’ 
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(12)  Pahruf  ‘letters’ 

Pahmar  ‘red.M’ 

In  other  cases,  as  with  Nigerian  Arabic,  [i],  [u]  may  be  lexically  specific, 
without  being  phonemically  contrastive. 

(13)  Paktubu  ‘I  write’ 

Parjfiu  ‘I  return’28 

In  traditional  phonological  terms,  therefore,  the  contrastive  value  of  [i],  [u]  is 
functionally  limited. 

Phonotactically,  sequences  of  i ...  u never  occur  within  lexical  stems  and 
even  across  morpheme  boundaries  there  is  a tendency  to  avoid  this  sequence. 
Thus  the  3.MSG  object  pronoun- hu  and  3.MPL  object  pronoun-hum  often 
(in  the  Classical  sources  both  variants  are  attested)  have  the  allomorphs  -hi/- 
him  after  an  / i/(or  palatal  /y/).29 

(14)  min  bayt-i-hi  < bayt-i-hu 
from  house-GEN.his 
‘from  his  house’ 
yuPaddi-hi 
retum-it.M 

‘who  pays  it  back’  (Q  3:  75;  Ibn  Mujahid,  131) 

quluwb-i-him 

hearts-  GEN -their.  M 

‘(over)  their  hearts’  (Q  2:7;  Ibn  Mujahid,  108) 

The  sequence  u . . . i is  restricted  to  passive  verbs,  fuSila  ‘it  was  done  (see  (16) 
below). 

2.  Old  Arabic  sources,  Sibawaih,  FarraP.  Turning  to  Classical  sources,  there 
is  both  direct  and  indirect  evidence  for  the  ‘weak’  status  of  contrastive  i/u.  In 
this  section  I rely  on  the  fundamental  work  of  Sibawaih  and  Farra?. 

Sibawaih  is  the  greatest  of  Arabic  linguists,  his  Kitaab  in  nearly  1,000  pages 
treating  many  points  of  Arabic  in  great  detail.  In  the  second  volume  (Deren- 
bourg  edition)  in  particular,  phonetic  and  phonology  are  discussed  in  many 
places,  including  the  status  of  short  vowels  (see  also  sect.  2.4.2  below). 


“ Of  course,  in  the  imperfect  verb  the  non-contrastive  value  of  the  root  vowel  is  further  indicated 
by  the  tendency  towards  neutralization  of  vocalic  contrast  around  guttural  consonants  in  favor  ofthe 
harmonic  [a]  value,  yaqraPu  ‘he  reads’  etc.  (Zamaxshan,  278). 

» Cf.  also  the  Banu  WaaKl  variant  of  the  2MPI  -kirn  after  lil,  bi-kim  ‘with  you.MPU  Sibawaih  II: 
3M-  23. 
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Sibawaih  notes  that  in  some  dialects  (especially  Tamimi,  i.e.  Najd,  eastern 
Arabic),  both  [i]  and  [u]  are  subject  to  deletion  in  open  syllables. 

(15)  Salima  ->  Salma  ‘he  knew’  (II:  399.2) 
karuma  -+  karma  ‘he  is  honored’  (II:  277.22) 
muntaliq-un  > muntalq-un  ‘leaving’ 

Interestingly,  this  applies  to  the  passive  verb  as  well, 

(16)  Susira  ->  Susra  ‘be  pressed’. 


n general,  in  his  inimitable  explanatory  style,  Sibawaih  notes  that  the  a-i/u  or 
1 u-a  sequence  is  avoided  for  articulatory  ease,  the  reduction  of  [i]  or  [u] 
serving  to  avoid  having  to  move  the  tongue  quickly  from  a low  to  high  or  high 
ThC  U~' SCqUence  (,6)  is  considered  by  Sibawaih  to  be  very 

1 ’ 3I|  e n0te'S  l^at  t|ie  Passive  verb  is  the  only  sequence  in  the 

g age  w ere  u-i  is  found  within  a lexeme  (II:  278.6). 

dialects  thp  ^ ™^°rtant  P°'nts  *n  context.  First,  as  in  the  modern 
reduction  s °PCj  ^ 1S  3 Posltion  particularly  conducive  to  vowel 
1 “ ' “ Wi,h‘"  “ COmm° " ^ °f  'Sh0rt  “f*  vowel,’ 

coll  Jve  vtl’t’r  1°  ?elai0"  »(*"  syllables.  In  this  respea  .he,  are 
as  well  (see  (I  n’86'  °! V°Wd  /a/’  which’  althouSh  subject  to  deletion 

in  play  This  11' t *°  °?y  When  f°Ur  °r  more  °Pen  fables  in  sequence  are 

opptLn  Ins  V 1^°°  ibove  that  the  Pri"W  short  vowd 

3XiS’  3 Pattem  **  will  be  seen  in  the 
funSity  on  the  other  hand  is  of  much  weaker 

in  die  'ZTlnTlo^  hetWen.  W a"d  [u]  is  further  in  evidence 

extensively  elsewhere  in  Ch^T^d  ' gemtlVe’  1 wiU  deal  with  case  vowels 
Koranic  traditions  as  the  basis  of  b0ththe  grammatical  and  the 

present  purposes  is  that  Sih  u Y argumentatlon-  What  is  relevant  for 
and  genitive-i  before  an  objerruffiTT^T1  3 reaUzation  of  nominative-u 

vowel  contrast  was  neutralized  TV  •’  ? not  ui  pausal  posdion,  in  which  the 
a very  rapid,  indistinguishable'  vocal^  q^  ^Su^^^ 
(17)  min  maPman-9-ka 
from  your  haven’ 
yadrib-3-haa 

‘he  hits  her’  (II;  324.19) 

II  IS  noteworthy  that  Sibawaih  goes  out  of  hi. 

vowel  . stil,  audible  before  the  sufc  (lee  fo^0  ^ ^ 
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This  treatment  of  the  nominative  and  genitive  endings  is  also  attested  in  the 
Koranic  reading  tradition,  and  in  fact  is  associated  with  the  tradition  of  the 
Basran,  Abu  <iAmr  ibn  SAlaa?  (=  Abu  Amr,  Ibn  Mujahid,  156;  see  sects.  4.2, 
4.3)  where  it  is  given  the  general  designation  of  taxfiyf  ‘making  light’.  Notably, 
Sibawaih  also  cites  Abu  Amr  on  this  point  (II:  324.18). 

From  this  discussion  it  is  clear  that  Sibawaih  described  varieties  of  Arabic 
in  which  the  phonemic  functionality  of  [i]  and  [u]  was  severely  curtailed. 
Indeed,  this  extended  to  the  two  vowels  in  their  prime  morphological 
guise,  where  even  their  case  marking  function  could  be  neutralized.  In  some 
cases  Sibawaih  identifies  the  variety  with  a dialect  region,  eastern  Arabia, 
while  in  others,  as  in  the  discussion  of  ixtilaas,  he  appears  to  present  the 
phenomena  as  widespread  variants.  In  any  case,  the  lack  of  a well-profiled 
contrastive  function  of  short  [i]  and  [u]  was  very  well  established  in  Old 
Arabic. 

Comparable  examples  can  be  found  in  the  second  great  early  grammarian, 
Farra?,  one  of  the  eponymous  founders  of  the  so-called  Kufan  school  of 
linguistics.  In  his  MaSaaniy,  for  instance,  he  notes  in  various  places  free  lexical 
alternation  between  [i]  and  [u],  as  in  Sijl  ~ Sujl  ‘calf’  (I:  382,  also  I:  227, 328, 
Ik  122, 189,  236,  etc.).  Analogous  to  (16)  above,  he  observes  that  Q 11:  28  has 
two  alternatives: 

(18a)  Pa  nulzimu-kumuw-haa 
(18b)  Pa  nulzim-kumuw-haa 

Shall  we  compel  you  (to  accept)  it’ 

In  (18b)  the  indicative  mode  ending  lul  is  simply  ‘deleted’.  He  offers  the 
general  observation  that  ‘they  find  a [u]  after  an  [i]  or  a [i]  after  a [u]  or  a [u] 
after  a [u]  or  [i]  after  a [i]  marked’  (II:  12).  It  is  clear  from  his  examples  that 
Farra?  limits  his  observations  to  sequences  of  two  short  high  vowels  in 
sequences  of  two  or  more  open  syllables,  offering  as  further  examples, 
ntsul-un  — > rusl-un  ‘prophets’,  yahzunuhum  — > yahzunhum  ‘(the  terror)  will 
bring  them  (no)  grief’  (Q  21: 103),  yuxabbirunaa  — > yuxabbir-naa  he  informs 
us  - That  is,  in  a sequence  CVCHCV,  where  H = a short  high  vowel,  the  vowel 
may  be  ‘deleted’  (in  FarraP’s  terminology,  see  also  his  II:  137>  l6°)- 

3-  Didactic  manuals.  Indirect  evidence  for  the  weakly  established  contrast- 
lye  value  of  [i]  vs.  [u]  can  be  ascertained  by  the  existence  of  a book  such  as 
Qutrub’s  (d.  206/821)  MuOalladaat.  This  is  a short  treatise  in  which  fists  of 
exicaUy  contrastive  examples  are  given,  one  each  containing  [i],  [u],  [a]. 
Examples  (7,  8)  above  are  taken  from  this  book.  It  is  notable  here  that  the 
Majority  of  the  examples,  44  out  of  63,  are  of  vowels  in  word-initial  CVCC 
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dosed  syllable  position.  The  remainder  are  of  initial  CVCaa(C)a  (as  in  (9) 
above).  Here  it  may  be  noteworthy  that  twelve  of  these  latter  examples  have  a 
sonorant  at  C2.30 


This  short  treatise  falls  into  a ninth-century  genre  in  which  certain  mor- 
phological and  phonological  patterns  were  summarized  in  single  works,  often 
in  verse  form.  Sijistani  is  a longer  work  giving  the  contrast  (or  lack  thereof) 
between  verbs  in  th efaSala  and  Pafiala  forms,31  while  Farra?  deals  extensively 
with  gender  in  his  Mudakkar  wa  1-MuPannaO.  This  genre  is  also  attested  later; 
Farrukhi  (Al-Farruxi),  for  instance,  in  a later  work  (sixth-twelfth  century), 
w ere  minimal  pairs  of  d vs.  5 are  illustrated.  What  is  particular  about  these 
books  is  that  they  appear  to  be  aimed  at  an  audience  which  is  not  familiar 
with  these  contrasts.  All  three  of  these  examples  are  of  features  which  in  the 
mo  ern  ialects  are  dialectially  restricted  or  which  have  completely  disap- 
peared,  for  instance  the  contrast  of  dvs.  3 (see  sect.  2.4.5  below).  Vollers  (1906: 
15),  commenting  on  Koranic  variation  between  d and  d,  had  already  perceived 

is  contrast  was  weakly  established  from  its  very  first  orthographic 
appearance.  ° 


A genre  which  explicitly  dealt  with  language  errors  was  the  lahn  al- 

J^nT’«C?mTn  SPCeCh  err°rS  °f  the  educated  (see  Pellat  1960/1986; 

?7  ’,  rC  2°01' 593^' The  first  work  of  this  type  was,  reputedly, 
iqso-  T f °f  KlS3?i  (d' 183/798  °r  l89/804:  Brockelmann  1898;  see  Flick 

^snomer°rH1STST  °f  at*libution)-  The  *tfc,  in  fact,  is  something  of  a 
monomer  at  least  aS  far  as  KisaPi’s  work  goes.  First,  it  is  relatively  rare  that  the 

given  with  th"  Tc  ^ P'  33’  f°r  instance>  sets  of  correct  forms  are 

onlvswnosethPi  / 4 UWt  ^uwd  <rising-  etc.  One  can 

errors  Je  n fart  ™fi*uWl  in  these  words.  Many  of  the 

ffiTal ffie l ^ 0rleamed  type.  In  the  first  two  pages,  for 
VouTeSrS  ( " ,o  r"  ^ ^ ^ W°rds  from  the  Quran,  larasta 
Z ate'fn^be  f“?  ^ preSent  PurPoses  ^at  is  interesting  is 

\T°TSc  concem  the  short  voxels 

thirty-one  deal  with  th^  maS^>  a S°  c*ted  *n  Qutrub,  is  given.  Of  these  cases, 

phonemically  of  far  greater  Wt  ' °T  whkh  aS  SCen  aboVC  is 

mahlab  seed  of  nSTk  ^ ^ lmportance  than  i-u.  Examples  include 

seed  of  mahlab  plant’  vs.  miblab  ^ bucket’  (3/^  judud 


30  i e.  a pattern  reminiscent  of  the  so-rall^t  -k„i,  > 

sonorant  (Sibawaih  II:  309).  The  vocalic  contra*,  • ^ s^n.^rome>  which  inserts  a vowel  before  a 

’’  Shahin  boo*  9)  Usts  five  ninth-  centurv  titl«  n0t  ®p}amed  hy  this  observation,  however. 

and  W verbs.  ^ In  addltlon  t0  Sijistani  dealing  with  the  difference 

above,  or  individual  worfUUcThar^.'1111*1  rrferences  to  8eneral  patterns,  such  as  frfuwl  noted 
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‘new.PL’  vs.  judad  ‘ancestors’  (p.  41).  Further,  of  the  eight  i-u  contrasts,  seven 
occur  in  closed  syllables,  e.g.  sufr  ‘brass’  vs.  sifr  ‘nothingness’  (43).  As  with 
Sibawaih  and  Farra?  (see  sect.  2.4.1. 2,  above),  the  important  contrast  is  low  [a] 
vs.  high  [i/u] . Direct  [i]  vs.  [u]  contrasts  are  limited,  both  in  number  and  in 
terms  of  position  in  a syllable. 

In  both  these  short  works  the  contrastive  distribution  of  i/u  in  Old  Arabic  is 
seen  to  be  limited  and  the  inclusion  of  short  vowels  in  this  didactic  genre 
points  to  an  early  or  original  lack  of  salience  of  the  contrast.  This  last 
observation  leaves  unresolved  the  question  whether  Qutrub’s  MuOallaOaat 
reflects  the  breakdown  of  a 3-vowel  contrast,  or  the  attempt  by  grammarians 
to  take  one  variety  which  had  the  contrast  and  impose  it  throughout  the 
language-speaking  community.  The  first  perspective  would  certainly  be  the 
one  favored  by  proponents  of  the  Old/New  dichotomy.  Here,  didactic  books 
would  be  needed  to  instruct  the  rapidly  expanding  Arabic-speaking  public 
about  correct  Arabic.  Beyond  the  objection  that  it  is  impossible  to  answer  the 
question  of  who  the  works  were  intended  for,  more  fundamentally  the  works 
stem  from  the  very  period  when  Old  Arabic  is  purported  to  be  all-dominant. 
There  simply  are  no  detailed  descriptions  of  Arabic  before  the  generation  of 
KisaPi,  so  any  assumption  about  what  previous  generations  spoke  is  conjec- 
ture needing  comparative  linguistic  support. 

This  basic  chronological  observation  in  my  view  serves  to  support  the 
second  perspective,  that  the  didactic  genre  above  all  reflects  the  imposition 
°f  a norm  on  the  basis  of  one  or  more  varieties  out  of  a number  available.  In 
this  variety,  short  i/u  are  phonemically  contrastive  in  certain  positions.  It  can 
also  be  assumed,  however,  that  there  were  other  varieties  where  i/u  were  not 
phonemically  contrastive,  similar  to  the  situation  in  contemporary  Nigerian 
Arabic  and  various  other  modem  dialects. 

4-  An  example  from  the  Lisaan  al-SArab.  A rich  source  for  lexical  informa- 
tion comes  from  the  Arabic  lexicograpers.  Ibn  Mandur’s  Lisaan  al-SArab, 
wntten  in  the  thirteenth  century  (Ibn  Mandur,  d.  711/1311),  represents  a 
detailed  culmination  of  this  tradition,  its  sixteen  volumes  including  80,000 
root-based  entries  (Haywood  1965:  81).  Although  late  in  chronological  terms, 
Ae  lexicographical  tradition  as  embodied  by  Ibn  Mandur  was  one  where,  as  it 
Were>  httle  got  lost.  Arabic  lexicographers  of  later  generations  assiduously 
recorded  and  summarized  what  their  predecessors  had  done  before  them. 

The  entries  are  encyclopedic  in  scope,  but  wanting  in  organization,  so  they 
make  for  difficult  reading.  Typically  a longer  entry  will  contain  quotes  from 
P°etry,  fradith,  the  Quran,  and  detailed  grammatical  discussion.  The  rele- 
Vance  of  lexicography  to  the  current  discussion  can  be  shown  on  the  basis  o 
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one  entry,  hbb  (vol.  I:  289-96). 33  The  entry  is  nearly  eight  pages  long,  small 
print  and  double  columned,  and  by  my  count  contains  twenty-nine  separate 
lemmas.  However,  it  is  not  always  easy  to  say  where  one  lemma  begins  and 
another  ends.  Roughly  it  is  divided  into  three  parts.  The  first  concerns  the 
meaning  love,  or  as  it  is  defined  at  the  beginning  of  the  entry,  hubb,  naqiyd 
al-burd  ‘love,  the  opposite  of  hate’.  This  meaning  runs  for  approximately  four 
pages,  whereupon  a second  general  meaning  al-habb:  al-zari  sax iy ran  kaana 
aw  a tyrati,  seed,  large  or  small  begins.  After  two  pages  other  isolated 
meanings  continue  the  entry  until  its  end. 

he  problem  for  the  present  issue  begins  at  the  very  beginning  of  the 
emma,  where  as  an  alternative  to  hubb,  a verbal  noun  which  introduces 
try>  1 is  given  as  a free  variant.  The  [i]  alternative  appears  to  be  the 
lesser-known  one,  since  as  soon  as  it  is  given,  it  is  legitimitized  as  it  were  by  a 
poetic  quotation. 

any  case  this  is  reminiscent  of  the  i/u  variation  discussed  in  detail  in  sect, 
verh  h !8emn  Furthermore,  it  is  explicitly  pointed  out  that  the 

variant  1 in  t^lat  'n  f°rm  I its  imperfect  form  only  has  a 

of  thisr  * HCVOWe  yahibbu  he  loves’,  the  only  transitive  doubled  verb 

also  1 C«f  a8ai?  °rt  vowe*  quality  must  be  explicitly  noted  (see 

also  KisaPi  s Lahn,  33,  for  related  remarks).34 

leasHn  f.Same  t0^en’  wit^n  entry  [i]  and  [u]  are  clearly  contrastive,  at 
ODDO  L a n?P  w 7 ^ V™  of  hubb  W,  which  can  be 

a word  back’d^  ^ “ 3 long  discussi°n  to  hibb  ‘friend,  companion’, 

nThe  sense  ofUP  ‘ °f  “ °ne  of  sk  P Jot  hibb 

T*coZiTPanT  !?  Mubb ■ This  last  is  a fifiul  plural,  < hubub,  with 

passive  of  doubkHS^^^  (e’g'  3S  in  ^ 

forms  have  an  u ' , gh  (l896“8/l9 77:  202  notes  that  fuSul  plural 

instance  on  m 2qs  " °*?***  backed  »P  *>7  other  entries,  for 

(Faarsi)  hunb.  Howeve”  thefaSerd'’ 3 ^ t0 ** ^ PerSi3n 
gives  cause  for  caution  here  The  fir*1*?*8? “ ?f  meanin8 <seed’  <P-  2 93) 
ive),  SG.  habba  ‘one  seed’  Citina  th  v***1?  f°r  1S  ^ seeds’ (co,lect' 

and  Kisaft,  hibba  is  identified  variousl^Td^081?116"5  ^ Azhari> 
mesticated  plant  seed  , Y as  a desert  plant  seed  or  an  undo- 

Plan,  saed,  oppo^d  to  ^ applie4  aC£ordi„g  ^ 

" *"ny  romw  frtjcr  'h'  ln  volume  ’ bwiu«  dw  ^qunce  follow,  theonfcrRIadicdJj.Ri.lU 
**  Transitive  doubled  verbs  are  said  to  expect  [„]. 
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a predecessor  of  Ibn  Mandur  in  lexicography  (d.  398/1007,  author  of  the 
Sahaah),  only  for  domesticated  food  plant  seeds  (e.g.  wheat,  barley).  The 
singulative  habba  is  used  for  all  meanings,  both  domesticated  and  wild  plant 
seeds.  However,  one  source,  Abu  Hanifa,  is  cited  as  using  hibba  for  any  plant, 
i.e.  = habb.  Putting  all  these  sources  together,  hibba  and  habb,  depending  on 
which  source  one  uses,  are  in  free  variation  in  the  general  sense  of  ‘seed’. 

Summarizing  over  many  details,  the  discussion  gives  the  following 
meanings. 

(19)  hubb  ‘love;  large  pot;  friends’ 
hibb  ‘love;  friend’ 

habb  ‘seed,  seed  of  a domestic  food  plant’ 
hibba  ‘seed,  seed  of  a wild  plant’ 

In  some  meanings  the  short  vowels  are  contrastive,  whereas  in  others  they  are 
not.  This  is  if  the  entries  are  considered  in  their  entirety.  Based  on  the 
citations  for  Ibn  Mandur’s  sources,  the  non-contrastive  meanings  are  often 
variants  from  different  sources:  hibb  ‘love’  comes  from  a line  of  poetry  and 
hibb  in  the  sense  of  ‘friend’  from  a hadith,  hibba  the  ‘seed’  interpretation  of 
Abu  Hanifa.  In  both  cases  a lexical  free  variation  effect  is  analogous  to  the  i ~ 
u variation  in  Nigerian  Arabic;  the  variation  is  free  when  enough  sources  are 
considered. 

Looking  at  the  matter  from  the  other  angle,  a seemingly  solid  [i]  vs.  [u] 
minimal  pair,  for  instance  hubb  Targe  pot’  vs.  hibb  ‘friend’  could  arise  simply 
through  the  compilation  efforts  of  the  lexicographers,  hubb  Targe  jar’  a 
Persian  loanword35  could  derive  from  a different  speech  community  from 
that  of  hibb  ‘friend’,  attested  particularly  in  the  hadith  literature.  Finally,  the 
contrast  hibb  ‘friend’  hubb  ‘friends’  at  the  abstract  morphological  level  is  non- 
contrastive  ( hibb  vs.  hubub).  A similar  point  pertains  to  (8)  above.  In  his 
Koranic  commentary  to  Q 24:  35  Farra?  notes  that  while  the  general  reading 
( ijtamaS  al-qurraaP)  is  zujaaj  ‘glass’,  both  zijaaj  and  zajaaj  for  this  meaning 
are  possible  (qad  yuqaal)  (II:  252).  In  the  Koranic  context,  ‘glass’  is  zujaaj  ~ 
zijaaj  ~ zajaaj,  the  short  vowels  in  non-contrastive  free  variation.  In  the  larger 
Geographical  context  the  three  forms  also  form  contrastive  meanings.36 


urn11115  Word  is  not  included  among  Persian  loanwords  in  Arabic  in  the  extensive  study  ofAsbaghi 
>988).  In  Gulf  Arabic,  a large  earthenware  waterpot  is  in  fact  Hibb  (not  Hubb  apparently,  Qafisheh 
’997: 116,  Holes  2001:  mo). 

1116  entry  in  the  Lisaan  for  zjj  (ii:  285-8)  creates  new  problems.  Ibn  Mandur  for  the  zVjaa)  form 

‘lo?T  Z’^  ~ arr°wheads,  old  she  camels,  long-necked  bottles’,  zajaaj  long-nec 
°flg-necked  hottW  7 r\,.* i>  An**,  nnt  a noear,  nor  in  the  modem  Wehr  o 
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What  cannot  be  gauged  is  whether  the  contrastive  meanings  are  associated 
with  a single  speech  community,  or  whether  they  represent  a pan-dialectal 
amalgam  whose  contrastiveness  derives  from  the  lexicographers’  compilation. 

Looking  at  a more  or  less  arbitrary  sample  of  ten  roots  from  volume  I, 
usually  a given  root  shows  a single  high  vowel  value  for  those  positions  where 
theoretically  a phonemic  contrast  can  occur.  For  instance,  juz?  ‘part’  (45), 
always  has  [u],  never  [i],  though  theoretically  an  [i]  could  occur  here,  hizb 
group  of  people’  (308),  on  the  other  hand,  always  has  [i] . Of  the  ten  roots,  five 
ave  only  [u]  ( kubb  cluster,  (695),  kuf?  ‘equal,  similar’  (138),  ruhb  ‘breadth’ 
(413),  and  <iujb  ‘surprise’  (580)  and  three  have  only  [i]  ( hizb  as  above,  ‘iib? 
load  (117 ),  and  sibb  ‘veil,  screen,  rope’  (456).  Two  show  variation,  firb  ~ farb 
~ furb  drinking’  (487)  appear  to  be  free  variant  forms  of  the  verbal  noun  (as 
n arra  II.  282),  like  hubb  ~ Mibb  above.  Xibb  ‘rottenness,  rough  sea’  (342)  is 
It,  enby  f°r  ^bb:  some  forms  are  in  free  variation,  xabba  ~ xibba  ~ 
, dirt  Path’  while  others  are  contrastive,  xubb  ‘a  rag’  vs.  xibb  (as  above, 
rough  sea,  rottenness  ).  This  brief  survey  would  indicate  that  for  the  majority 
oots  1 an  [u]  are  lexically  determined,  but  phonemically  non-contrast- 
n 3 minontT>  basically  free  variation  between  [u]  and  [i]  reigns,  with 
some  meamngs  showing  contrast  via  the  different  high  vowels. 

in-anh  777  Pr?blem  from  the  PersPective  of  the  rich  Arabic  lexico- 
problematic*  7°’  • C Phonemic  status  of  W and  [u]  is  again  seen  to  be 
contrast!  th  VCn  jh°SC  few  Positions  where  the  two  are  potentially 
the  Dhone’  C 15  1031  CVidence  which  relativizes  the  importance  of 
C°ntraSt-  °veraU  amalgam  of  forms  found  in  Arabic 
ttTm^  -7  t0  the  amal8am  of  forms  one  can  collect 

^7otd  tt  th  Cmk  C°ntraStS  (cf' eastem  ^ Arabic)  can 

contrastive  roots  are  fouLTgShSri7  bUt  ph°nemkally  n0D' 

attested  (cf.  Nigerian  Arabic). & and  a de8ree  of  free  variation  is 

Arabic  offered  in  this ^cff^'h^bl ^7  °i  ^ VS'  [u]  “ the  ori8inal  °ld 
the  old  sources.  To  the  extent  that  th”  *?****’.  th°Ugh  hardly  exhaustive  of 

e phonemic  contrast  existed,  it  is,  as  in 

glass  is  indifferently  zajaaj  ~ zuiaai  ^ 7 - n ■ 

glass  only  elliptically,  in  a definition-  zniiaar  Jmous^V^>n  Man§hur  mentions  zujaaj  in  the  sense  of 
form musk  (7)  is  not  found  in  the  LisaanUh/Z  ma"u[acturer  of  glass  (zujaaj)'.  Similarly,  Qutrub's 
he  did  not  find  the  form  in  any  dicfionJv^  K Mu6alla0aat  Al-Zawi  noting  (26  n.  1)  that 

^t  some  ofthe  forms  heecfierted  Were  ^ctedtoCltatl0nS1P0SSibly  retricted  to  Qu|™b  ^88““ 

modem  counterparts  had  few  verysmall  oommunities.  While  ancient  scholars, 
■*>**  «ha,  Qutrub’s  late  contem^  ^ #bo“t  ma%ung  their  opponents,  it  may  be 

1983:  170>-  ™ n SlUat  «hat  Qutrub  falsified  to  data  (Versteegh 
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the  modern  dialects,  largely  limited  to  closed  syllables.  There  are  ample 
examples  of  deletion  of  the  short  high  vowels  in  open  syllables,  again  a 
phenomenon  attested  in  the  modern  dialects.  Viewing  the  dialects  in  their 
entirety,  it  is  hard  to  view  the  functionally  restricted  modern  dialectal  real- 
ization of  short  high  vowels  as  qualitatively  different  from  that  attested  in  the 
oldest  Arabic  sources. 


2.4.2.  Old  Arabic  itself  is  not  unitary 

Returning  to  the  list  at  the  beginning  of  sect.  2.4,  the  second  problem,  the 
diverse  character  of  Old  Arabic,  may  be  illustrated  with  an  example  taken 
from  the  syllable  structure  rules  discussed  above.  Fischer  and  Jastrow  (1980. 
40  sect.  3.3)  note  that  Old  Arabic  allowed  extended  sequences  of  short  open 
syllables,  as  in  li-Marakati-ka  ‘for  your.M  movement’.  As  noted  above,  there 
are  modern  dialects  which  also  permit  similar  sequences,  e.g.  katabata  she 
wrote  it.M’  in  Nigerian  Arabic  or  'bagarateh  ‘his  cow  (Highland  Yemen, 
Behnstedt  1985:  63).  If  four  is  the  upper  limit  in  the  dialects,  as  opposed  to 
five  in  Old  Arabic  it  is  because  there  are  no  morphological  patterns  in  the 
dialects  supporting  more  than  a sequence  of  four  open  syllables.  However, 
even  in  Old  Arabic  long  sequences  of  short  open  syllables  were  subject  to 
reduction.  Examples  pertaining  to  short  high  vowels  in  open  syllables  have 
already  been  introduced  in  sect.  2.4.1.2,  above.  In  fact,  sequences  of  short 
vowels  in  general  tended  to  be  avoided.  Discussing  rules  of  assimilation 
( Pidraam ),  Sibawaih  notes  that  in  Hijazi  Arabic,  at  a word  juncture  w en 
five  open  syllables  result  from  the  juxtaposition  of  two  words,  then  un  er 
various  conditions  the  final  vowel  of  the  first  word  will  be  deleted.  Examp  e 
(20)  illustrates  a typical  case. 


(20)  jaSala  laka  — > jaSal  laka  (II:  455) 

Sibawaih  states  that  sequences  of  five  open  syllables  are  heavy,  as  I un 
stand  the  term,  ‘marked’,  requiring  deletion  of  a vowel.  In  the  Koranic  re  g 
tradition,  the  so-called  Pal-Pidxaam  al-kabiyr  ‘major  assimilation  describes 
such  ‘deletion’  (if  indeed  it  was  deletion,  see  Ch.  4)  in  detail- 
Sibawaih  notes  that  within  words  constraints  on  sequences  o s 0I^V°'^ 
can  be  equally  severe.  Discussing  the  alternative  forms  o e o je  s 
pronouns-kum  ~ -kumuw  and-hum  ~ -humuw,  he  notes  at 
variant  is  preferable  when  the  suffix  -kumuw  would  produce  a seq 
four  open  syllables,  thus  (21a)  rather  than  (21b),  with  the  hyphen  repre  g 
a syllable  boundary. 

(«a)  ru-su-lu-kum  ‘your.MPL  prophets’,  = 3 open  syllables 
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(21b)  ru-su-lu-ku-muw  = 4 open  syllables 

Here  Sibawaih  invokes  the  generalization  that  obviously  in  their  [Arabs’] 
speech  there  is  no  noun  with  four  open  syllables’  ( . . . ?a  laa  taraa  Pannahu 
laysa  fi  kalaamihim  ism  Salaa  ParbaSat  Pahruf  mutaharrik,  II:  319. 19). 

The  problem  here  is  not  to  formulate  the  situation  such  that  processes 
este  in  the  modern  dialects,  in  this  case  short  vowel  deletion  in  open 
sy  ables,  were  already  adumbrated  or  anticipated  in  Old  Arabic.  This  mode  of 
reasoning  is  quite  old.  Ndldeke,  a great  scholar  of  literary  Arabic,  for  instance, 
notes  examples  of  deletion  of  a case  or  mode  vowel  such  as  illustrated  in  sect. 
2.4.1.2,  above  (1897: 10).  His  explanation,  however,  is  to  attribute  such  forms 
to  Arabs  who  had  settled  outside  the  Arabian  peninsula,  or  to  note  that  they 
1;  ■ ccur  in  scatological  verse.  Neither  observation  carries  comparative 

hnguis  ,c  weight,  however  - Why  scatological  verse  should  be  more  prone 
of  pv-r.  °n  ° f CaSeV°We*  'S  not  elaborated  upon.  As  far  as  the  debased  form 
judgment11^1* 3 Va™edes  8°»  Noldeke  s thinking  is  based  on  an  a prioristic 
that  thev  <7  "lTu  Cre  °fferS  SOC1°linguistic  arguments  for  the  proposition 

peninsula  itself  m ^ l°  l0°Se  C3Se  endings  than  Arabic  in  the 

peninsula  wa  ° 6 ,C  S assumPtl0n  may  be  that  Arabic  in  the  Arabian 
There  i aT  ”,  “ ’ mOTe  conservative  than  diaspora  varieties. 

r;rion' however- Hoks 

and  ,p«,d  „utwards  from  „J  “ ™ or  M began  to  Central  Arabna 

purposeful  irony,  that  Ndldeke  had  I 7 )-  °Uld  add  here’  Wth 
sources  for  Old  Arabic  Sih  u misglvmgs  using  as  one  of  his  chief 

Atabic,  Whoblttn^r"  Wl’°”  ^ " 

diasporic  cities  wtm  n c ^ra>  one  °f  lire  earliest  Arab-Islamic 

»iapa„d  w[„s;:hd.n"r„°,  *“ in  ,he  Arabu” ^ 

Ndldeke  sees  as  speaking  caseless  Arabic  ^ ^ *****  Wh° 

begs  r rion 

sect  2 Pre-classical  Arabic  was  Established  7 “ 

Classical  Arabic,  namely  Sibawaih  But  if  ^ ^ SOUfCe  aS  that  f°r 

methods,  e.g.  the  comm  rati  , tbe  sources  are  the  same,  then  other 

what  parts  of  Sibawaih  are  pre  ^ t0  **  appUed  t0  determine 

P e-,  post-,  or  simply  ‘Classical’.  Similarly  here. 

constructed  example  yadnb  u-h,  "-ZyZnbZZ'  ^ haVe.been  widespread,  as  he  offers  a standard, 
is  n lS  treate<^  ‘n  the  same  chapter  indeed  * *<^ct*0n  vafiant  is  exemplified  only  in 

It  CO  t'  Z T"  Sensc  belong  to  a common  catl"  VeryneXt  fentence  after  the  Ictilaas  variant 
Amr's  if  ,h'U  comP,ete  deletion  was  not  as  units  Sibawaih’s  pantheon  of  Arabic  variants. 

AmrS  Koranic  rKi‘a«ion  practice  in  s^,43  “ N6ldeke  “ * « in  this  respect  Abu 


Old  Arabic  and  Comparative  Linguistics  69 


If  avoidance  of  sequences  of  short  open  syllables  is  part  of  Old  Arabic,  and  a 
similar  avoidance  is  found  in  some  of  the  modern  dialects,  then  this  is  not  a 
feature  that  can  be  used  to  differentiate  the  two  presumed  varieties.  It  simply 
characterizes  both.  Of  course,  it  can  be  shown  that  vowel  reduction  has  gone 
much  further  in  some  modern  dialects  (see  Table  2.1),  but  this  is  properly  a 
part  of  the  history  of  those  dialects  which  evince  such  behavior,  not  ‘Neo- 
Arabic’  in  general. 

At  this  point  it  may  be  useful  to  illustrate  the  discussion  with  further 
developmental  trees.  In  (22)  vowel  reduction  is  illustrated  on  the  basis  of 
the  3F.SG.  verb  form  katabat  ‘she  wrote’. 

(22)  Vowel  reduction 

Pre  diasporic  Arabic 


Modern  dialects  CVCVCVC  CVCC  -VC  (katbat,  Damascene  etc.) 
katabat  N A etc. 

This  shows  that  some  modern  dialects  continue  the  given  pre-diasporic 
Arabic  verbal  paradigm,  while  others  have  innovated,  reducing  the  unstressed 
vowel  in  the  open  syllable.  It  is  clear  that  there  is  no  linguistic  basis  here  for 
differentiating  ‘Old’  from  ‘Neo-’  Arabic,  since  no  innovation  occurred  in 
many  modern  dialects. 

A related  strategy  in  this  regard  is  to  observe  that  Neo-Arabic  in  fact  is 
identical  to  a certain  feature  in  Old  Arabic,  but  to  explain  this  as  an  attribute 
of  an  Old  Arabic  dialect,  not  of  Old  Arabic.38  Fischer  and  Jastrow  (1980:  44) 


38  As  seen  in  sect.  1.3,  the  problem  of  Old  Arabic  ‘dialects’  is  a vexed  one.  As  those  who  h 
on  old  ‘dialects’  have  observed  (e.g.  Kofler  1940:  64),  there  is  no  term  for  ‘dialect  in  e 0 ’ 

which  is  hardly  surprising  since  there  was  no  systematic  dialectology.  T e ^ °*e®  one  ,DDronriate 
fora,  and  in  some  cases,  e.g.  lux  at  al-hijaaz  etc.  ‘dialect  of  the  Hijaz,  1 e is  etc  > 

translation,  lux  a can  equally  refer  to  a ‘variant5  without  further  association  (1  10  e 
however.  . . 

The  treatment  of  Old  Arabic  ‘dialects’  in  the  Western  literature  is,  like  so  “ 2,“ 

itself.  Kofler  (1940-2),  who  is  often  cited  as  an  authoritative  work  an  is  SI8™  . tt 0 discern.  In 

summary  of  many  different  Arabic  linguists  and  authors  whose  systematicity  is  > nb  edny 
his  discussion  of  case,  for  instance  (1942:  26-30),  Kofler  notes  that  Sibawaih  (II.  3 5’  facking 

poetic  license  forms  (see  (6b)  in  Ch.  7 for  an  example)  where  expected 
together.  He  classifies  this  as  dialectal.  Strictly  speaking,  however,  here  his  re  f 

poetic  citation.  This  is  all  Kofler  has  to  say  in  his  entire  work  aboutSibawaihstreiitmemofca 
However,  in  the  same  chapter  (506)  and  on  the  very  page  before  Kofler  s remark  on  bawaih  s poe^ 
Jwense  (H:  324),  sibawaihP  has  his  discussion  of  Pifbaai  and  ixntos/MmM  (see  se^  A 
^jj^tions,  as  summarized  around  e.g.  (18)  above.  Kofler  did  not  commen  c;kawaih’s  language 
Kofler  did  not  consider  the  latter  forms  as  dialectal.  However,  there  is  "°tbl  ® , discusses  on  n:  324 

w^Ich  allows  finp  rliefinmiieh  on  oiMliiativP  difference  between  what  Sibawaih  iscusses  o 
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observe  that  modern  dialects  generally  have  i as  the  preformative  vowel  of  the 
imperfect  verb 

(23)  t-i-ktib,  n-i-ktib  ‘you  write,  we  write’,  etc. 

This  is  not  to  be  understood  as  an  innovation,  but  as  a continuation  of  an  old 
dialectal  form  which  deviated  from  Classical  Arabic  (see  Versteegh  1997:  42; 
Larcher  2004;  Larcher  and  Gilliot  forthcoming,  citing  Farra?).  For  what  it  is 
worth  the  observation  is  valid.  However,  if  the  modern  dialects  continue  old 
forms,  wherever  they  are  to  be  situated  in  Old  Arabic  (see  below),  there  is  no 
basis  for  introducing  them  into  a discussion  which  purports  to  differentiate 
Old  from  Neo-Arabic.  Lacking  further  comparative  analysis,  they  simply  can 
be  said  to  characterize  both.  This  is  illustrated  in  (24)  » 

(M)  old  Arabic  t-a-ktub  t-i-ktub 


Neo-Arabic  t-a-ktub  t-i-ktub 


2.4.3.  Lack  of  information 

rC*  af^CCt  °^  b'Scber  anc*  brow’s  summary  is  a problem  which  is  still 
ofTJdt  Wlth,U‘ t0day’  namely  ^ generalizations  are  formed  on  the  basis 
of  the  data  ^bk  u is  only  in  the  r98os  that  more  intensive  research  in 

feaTures  * ^ Behnstedt  ^5,  1987:  5)  turned  up  ‘old’ 

comrast^  ? m ^ **  ***  **  » ‘she  came’),  a 
(?a0m  ‘bone’!611  emPhatlcs  *$>?  (?axdar‘ green’)  and  *d  > 0 

(-m  b0ne  > or  **  -ord  maa  for  ‘what?’  for  instate.  Even  so  Fische'r  and 

practitioners  ‘as  for  those  who  use  45  4 variant>  wtlen  Sibawaih  identifies  its 

complete  “loss”  ofthe  case  suffix  Sibawaih  aUaa‘yn  yuJbSuwna  • • •)•  Regarding  the 

a nominative  or  genitive  in  poetr^  f Ae 1SSUe  “• <and  il  * possible  that  they  “delete” 

1-JiSr . . . , H: 3 *4®^' “ ^ ^ ~ «uw bharf aJ-marfuwS wa  1-majruwr fiy 

sort,  being  identified  with  an  unnamed  grouD^f  **  C4Se ls  doser  to  a <lecta1’ form  of some 
other  hand,  is  more  in  the  nature  of  a «vT  TeoPe'  The  complete  loss  of  a case  vowel,  on  the 

characterization  ofKofler  as  having ‘classified’ AW  * wT', (<}ad  yajUW2f  HoI«’s  (W95:  41  n.  15) 

for  a systematic  classification.  In  anv  case  th  j . lc  ~“ects  assumes  very  rudimentary  standards 

the  exegetical  problems  involved  in  interoretino  ,v.  1<>n  in  footnote  is  but  a small  indication  of 
m terms  of  simple  ‘modem’  categories.  * m4ny  4ngua8e  variants  cited  in  the  old  literature 

M Similarly  Fischer  and  Jastrow’s  feature  3.7.2  (,oRo  aCl  t 

same  person  inflections  as  do  weak  final  verh«  ' 45  ' n m°4em  dialects  doubled  verbs  have  the 

Old  Arabic,  doubled  verbs  have  a normal  infle^'^ ^ raddeet'1  returned’,  like  ban-eet‘l  built’.  In 
texts  require  considerable  discussion,  but  I wouldT’ WUh  V,?Wel  ePenthesis>  radad-tu  *1  returned’.  The 
(e.g.  Sibawaih  II:  442,  Farra?  II:  ?)  are,  in  feet,  an  Ol^Arabk*  rfl'  dt^tions  to4«s<is-m  -»  taqassay-tu 
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Jastrow’s  summary  basically  left  off  the  entire  Sudanic  dialect  region  (inter 
alia,  Carbou  1913;  Lethem  1920;  Trimingham  1946;  Kaye  1976  being  available), 
a consideration  of  which  adds  to  my  category  three  criticisms.  I think  a point 
will  soon  be  reached  where  no  ‘new’  old  features  are  found,  though  the 
general  tendency  resulting  from  empirical  research  since  1980  has  been  to 
reduce  further  the  set  of  features  Fischer  and  Jastrow  used  to  set  Old  Arabic 
off  from  Neo-Arabic. 

2.4.4.  Valid  differences 

This  leads  to  point  4 in  the  list  in  2.4,  which  is  crucial  for  those  wishing  to  see 
the  dichotomy  of  Old  Arabic/Neo-Arabic  as  a linguistically  grounded  one. 
In  fact,  there  are  a few  instances  in  Fischer  and  Jastrow  s list  which  survive 
the  criticisms  of  points  1—3.  I can  identify  four,  represented  as  historical 
developments. 

(25)  a.  F.  nominal  suffix  b.  dual  of  V etc. 

OA  -at, -aa,aa?  (1980: 41,  Sect.  3.4.2)  (1980: 46,  Sect.  3.7.3) -aani, -aa 


c.  case/mode  suffix 
-u,  -a,  -i,  0 


d.  Imperfect  plural 
-uun/-uu  (1980:  42, Sect.  3.4.4) 


Dialect  0 -uun  -uu 

Before  discussing  these  in  greater  detail,  the  general  question  may  be  raise<j 
whether  four  quite  heterogeneous  features  are  adequate  for  defining  so  roa 
and  allegedly  fundamental  a difference  as  that  between  Old  and  Neo-Ara  tc. 

Turning  to  the  features  themselves,  I will  discuss  only  one  of  these  in  > 
(25b).  In  my  analysis  (25b,  c)  are  of  a common  development  type, 
therefore  consideration  of  one  serves  for  both.  I therefore  discuss  (25  o y 
A fuller  consideration  of  (25a)  requires  considerable  backgroun  in 
analysis  of  final  vowels  and  pausal  phenomena,  and  this  in  turn  <1 
detailed  discussion  (and  criticism)  ofthe  work  of  Birkeland.  I discuss  aspects 
°f  this  work  in  Ch.  8 below.  Example  (23d)  I leave  without  discussion. 

Example  (25b)  represents  the  loss  of  the  dual.  Nearly  ™°  ern 
continue  a dual  form  in  nouns.  Classical  Arabic,  however,  has  a morp  ^ 
°gical  dual  in  verbs,  pronouns,  demonstratives,  and  re  ative  P™  , 

WeH>  and  these  are  not  attested  in  the  dialects.  On  this  poin  , 1 
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Jastrows  own  exposition  is  illuminating  (1980:  46).  They  note  that  among 
Semitic  languages,  Arabic  is  unique  in  having  a fully  ‘developed’  system  of 
dual  marking,  encompassing  all  nominal  and  verbal  categories.  They  expli- 
citly argue  that  (25b)  is  not  a simplification  in  the  modem  dialects,  but  (it 
appears)  a retention  of  the  original  proto-Semitic  situation,  where  the  dual,  if 
indeed  it  is  reconstructible  to  proto-Semitic  (see  Retso  1995),  is  restricted  to 
the  noun.  This  point  is  an  important  one  for  my  interpretation  of  Arabic 
language  history.  It  shows  that  even  if  consistent  differences  between  Old 
Arabic,  however  defined,  and  the  dialects  are  discernible— and  it  has  been 
seen  here  that  there  are  in  fact  very  few  important  ones — it  does  not  auto- 
matically follow  that  the  reflexes  borne  by  the  modern  dialects  are  necessarily 
innovations.  The  modern  dialect  dual  could  in  fact  be  ‘older’  in  comparative 
inguistic  terms  than  is  the  dual  in  Old  Arabic,  whose  spread  to  verbal 

an  ot  er  categories  is  to  be  seen  as  innovative.  The  situation  can  be  sketched 
as  in  (26). 


(26)  (26)  nominal  dual  (proto-Arabic) 


( modern  dialects)  nominal  dual  pronominal  dual,  verbal  dual  etc.  (Classical  Arabic) 


returns  a ' t °UF  c^vc'°Pments>  in  this  case  the  comparative  method 

noteThat  I d°W  aS  h were  from  chronology.  I would 

note  to  I argue  (s?e  Ch,  3,  4 Mow)  tha,  the  same  interpretation  applies  <0 

Soas^c  Sf  m ""  dialK,!  “ older  Semitic  and 

^r^r;“°Sc,ojdhese '"°  ,he  number 

reduced  by  50  per  cent.  d reconstn‘c“bk  proto-Arabic  are 

» fOU'  f'ltures  do  not  represent 

■h^Ze  S! lit?  ^T’'®  «*  direction  of  the  dialects,  in  that 

thLo™,he  cTafn “? fa’m  d“'reM  of  grammar.  Fur- 

from  so-called  Neo-Arabic  doe  W*UCh  consistentiy  distinguishes  Old 

m • „ive  ^ 

Old  Arabhmd’NM  tob,SCher  a"'mp“d  to  w,,rk<mt  the  relations  between 
- de.e 
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model,  Fischer  establishes  an  intermediate  category  which  he  terms  proto- 
Neo-Arabic,  and  exemplifies  the  construct  with  the  independent  pronoun 
series,  perfect  verb  suffixes,  and  various  question  words.  Here  he  uses  cat- 
egories reminiscent  of  Brockelmann.  Brockelmann  (1908:  24)  distinguished 
between  a poetic  koine  ( Dichtersprache ),  in  which  he  saw  the  origins  of 
Classical  Arabic,  and  tribal  dialects  in  the  northern  Arabian  region,  from 
which  it  appears  he  derives  the  modern  dialects.  As  mentioned  above,  Brock- 
elmann does  not  treat  his  Old/New  dichotomy  in  a comparative  linguistic 
manner,  so  one  can  only  interpret  how  he  saw  the  precise  development. 
Brockelmann  does  regret  the  fact  that  there  are  hardly  examples  of  Arabic 
dialects  ( Vulgararabisch ) from  the  Middle  Ages,  so  one  can  suspect  that  he 
saw  a development:  Old  Arabic  dialects  — » Arabic  dialects  in  Middle  Ages  — » 
modern  dialects,  though  this  is  speculation.40  In  any  case,  Old  Arabic  had 
dialects  on  the  one  hand  and  a classical  Arabic  on  the  other,  which  were  two 
quite  different  entities  for  him. 

Fischer,  however,  develops  a linguistically  more  sophisticated  system  than 
the  earlier  work,  as  he  is  committed  to  recognizing  explicit  developmental 
states  from  Old  Arabic  to  the  modern  dialects.  Moreover,  the  proto- 
Neo-Arabic  stage  is  given  a degree  of  ambiguous  leeway,  in  recognition  o 
the  fact  that  various  ‘typical’  modern  dialectal  forms  in  fact  would  appear  to 
have  an  old  heritage.  The  third  person  F singular  suffix,  for  instance  is  given  as 
either  -at  or  -it.  In  (27)  I give  Fischer’s  (1995:  81)  paradigms  for  OA  (his 
terminology)  and  proto-Neo-Arabic  perfect  verb  paradigm,  to  serve  as  t e 
basis  of  discussion. 

(27)  OA  Proto  Neo-Arabic 

SG 

1 katab-tu  katab-tu,  katab-t 

2 M katab-ta  katab-t 

F katab-ti  katab-tii 

3 M kataba  katab 

F katab-at  katab-at,  katab-it 

PL 

1 katab-  naa  katab-naa 

2 M katab-tum  katab-tum,  katab-tuu 


Conveniently,  Brockelmann  finds  evidence  for  Old  Arabic  dialects  only  -orBJi  develop- 

™anao  "ho  also  is  late  (d.  1505).  It  may  ^ suggested  that  Brockelmanns  logically  form 

ental  matrices  (Old— (Middle?)— New)  conveniently  prevented  mar  which  would 

Rectal-  ma,erial  (or  othe,  L reading  tradition)  in  his  comparative  grammar, 
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F katab-tunna  katab-tin 
3 M katab-uu  katab-uu 

F katab-na  katab-an 

What  is  above  all  striking  is  how  similar  OA  and  proto-Neo-Arabic  are.  In 
fact,  the  differences  are  even  exaggerated.  Looking  at  more  Arabic  dialects,  for 
instance,  2MSG  -ta  (or  in  Yemen  -ka  in  some  highland  regions),  as  noted  by 
Fischer,  is  attested  in  about  fifteen  locations  in  north  and  central  Yemen,  and 
T.  Prochazka  (1988:  27)  leaves  open  the  possibility  that  it  is  attested  in  Saudi 
Arabian  Tihama  as  well.  Similarly  -nah  3FPL  and  -tunnah  2FPL  is  attested  in 
Ghaamid,  (southern  Hijaz,  T.  Prochazka  1988:  27).  In  the  3MSG.  the  ‘proto- 
Neo-Arabic’  form  in  fact  is  identical  to  the  pausal  form  of  Old  Arabic.  This  is, 
as  I have  noted  above,  an  issue  requiring  separate  treatment,  but  in  this 
context  it  does  reduce  on  a prima  facie  basis  the  difference  between  Old 
and  proto-Neo-Arabic. 

Looking  at  the  Old  Arabic  sources,  it  will  be  seen  in  sect.  8.9  that  the  3FPL 
xes  tunna  and  -na  are  problematic  representations  in  Old  Arabic,  given 
thpr  ‘n^rP''etat‘ons  °f  the  notion  of  pausal  position.  It  will  be  suggested 

diasn  • % 1SC  ^ Proto"^eo'Arabic  -an  or  -in  is  also  plausible  as  a pre- 
diasponc  form,  which  takes  the  form  into  the  Old  Arabic  era. 

on  tZT  r!  C<ridenng  tHe  P°intS  raised  in  1116  P^vious  two  paragraphs, 

Arabic  7 27K  °ne  therC  is  n°  lin8uist'c  ground  for  differentiating  Old 

Occam’!11  PrT  rabk’  3S  the  arc  lar8ely  identical.  The  linguist’s 

Neo-Arabkfto  h ^ T ? distinction  b«ween  Old  Arabic  and  proto- 

above-  were  tb  C 013  ^ cxia  ritual  conclusion  here  melds  with  that  reached 

C°"“PK  °ld  A"bic  ““  inherited  beggage 

enthte  n ™ “T- "-r  t*  recognized  as  indepento 

entities  in  contemporary  Arabic  linguistics. 

2.5.  The  Past  is  the  Present:  A Modem  Logical  Matrix 

15  ^ ^ 0nly  m°del  “ which  ^abic  language 
comparative  method  17  m*erpertatIons  other  than  those  provided  by  the 
Arabic  language  4^^  * « 

present-day  Arabic  realities  back  onto  th  7 1S  to  ProJect  the 

encountered  in  a different  context  ThlS  aPProach  was 

today  Arabic  is  marked  bv  a d'  1 • truisms  m Ch- 1 (sect- 1-6.2).  If 

dichotomy,  the  same  diffe  ’glossic,  high-low,  Standard  Arabic-dialect 

pretationj  baw^’  ^ forTn^t  ^ ^ * *■* 

t3Sk  f°r  mStance  ls  seen  as  describing  a ‘high  form  of 
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Arabic’  (Al-Nassir  1993: 116).  Sibawaih  was,  apparently,  aware  of ‘a  colloquial 
form  of  the  language’,  but  fundamentally  concerned  only  with  the  high 
variety.  This  approach  obviates  the  need  for  posing  the  difficult  question  of 
defining  the  diverse  elements  constitutive  of  Sibawaih’s  and  other  early 
grammarians’  thinking:  Sibawaih  task  is  seen  as  applying  available  rules  to  a 
predefined  language  corpus.41  Like  other  logical  matrices,  however,  it  defines 
away  the  problem  of  understanding  Arabic  language  history  by  ignoring  three 
key  elements.  First,  the  relative  linguistic  complexity  of  Arabic  in  Sibawaih  s 
day  is  ignored.  Second,  the  sociolinguistic  context  in  which  Sibawaih  was 
working  is  taken  to  be  equivalent  to  that  found  in  Arabic  countries  today. 
Thirdly,  it  is  silent  about  the  comparative  historical  relation  between  modern 
native  varieties  of  Arabic  and  older  ones. 


2.6.  The  Arabic  Tradition 

Before  moving  to  the  conclusion  I think  it  appropriate  to  mention  briefly  the 
analytic  basis  of  the  Arabic  grammatical  tradition,  upon  which  a good  part  of 
this  chapter  draws.  In  general  a historical  perspective  is  missing  in  it.  The  term 
?Qsl  ‘source,  root,  underlying  form’,  which  is  important  in  Arabic  morpho 
logical  theory  (Owens  2000)  usually  refers  to  a logical  source,  akin  to  deep 
structure  in  earlier  forms  of  generative  grammar.  Thus  the  verb  qaala  he  said, 
is  said  to  have  the  ?asl  qawala , with  the  form  qaala  derived  via  general  e 
converting  an  aWV  sequence  to  aa.  There  is  no  claim  that  qawala  is  histor- 
ically  anterior  to  qaala,  however. 

The  grammarians  were  certainly  aware  of  the  notion  of  change.  However, 

the  issue  was  treated  within  the  framework  of  a logical  matrix  rather  t an  ya 

systematic  methodology.  This  may  be  exemplified  through  a discussion  by  the 
late  grammarian  Suyuti  (d.  1504).  Suyuti’s  al-Iqtiraah  is  a synoptic  attempt 
to  distill  principles  of  Arabic  linguistic  theory  as  it  had  develope  m 
Previous  seven  centuries  (see  Suleiman  1999)-  b 1S  relevant  to  cite  hyt*. 
th“  c°ntext,  despite  his  late  date,  because  he  brings  together  nearly  all  threads 
previous  Arabic  theory  in  one  work.  Discussing  the  origin  o angq 
(31-5),  Suyuti  adduces  the  example  of  non-declined  nouns  like  Puym** 
^d  kam  ‘how  many’.  Nouns  in  Standard  Arabic  usually  are  1 e 


ArabiC  language  histor>' is  frequently  disPa,ched  a^tim«/theArabic  Language  has 
i5  ^°f  lnstance.  states  as  a matter  of  fact  that  since  pre-Islami  > Uiis  is  a projection 
» two  forms.  Literary  Arahic...  and  the  coUocnial " sof  no  Written, 

liters  ^ Clrcumstances  onto  pre-Islamic  times  is  apparent.  There  ls’  * of  the  oral  literature 

oeuvre  attested  from  the  pre-Islamic  period  itself,  only  rnterpr 
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nominative,  accusative,  and  genitive,  theoretically  kam-un,  kam-an,  kam-in 
respectively,  kam,  however,  has  no  inflection,  being  invariably  kam. 

n Arabic  grammatical  theory  each  word  class  has  certain  unmarked  prop- 
es,  an  one  of  those  of  nouns  is  case  inflection.  Should  a subclass  of  nouns 

• 1 1S  J'>r°Perty>  a reason  for  this  lack  needs  to  be  found,  in  order  to 
maintain  balance  in  the  system  (Versteegh  1977).  One  of  the  reasons  for  the 

7 ,°c  mflnCt'°in  m kam  Was  said  to  be  because  of  its  frequent  use  (kaOrat 
t . a'  ls  was  a 8eneral  explanatory  device  applied  elsewhere  as  well 
. n.  e<l^en  y-occurring  word  forms  which  failed  to  show  an  expected 
disc  • C 7 yakt*  d was  not  f°r  lam  yakuri).  In  the  case  of  kam  the 
did  not  n W|ent.  Cy<?nd  thlS  exPlanation  to  speculation  whether  ‘frequent  use’ 
Fre:  ;mply ‘hat  7 in  fact  0ri8lnally  had  a bill  inflection,  kam-un,  etc. 
ation  h!  USf  u ^ ^ Su7U{i  aUows  this  as  a Possibility.  The  explan- 
22  pTSetSu  TV£r’  foUOWin8  Ae  S°lution  °f  ^ ninth-century  gram- 
other  such  1S  tHfj  f ltS  VCry  origln>  Arabs  had  realized  that  kam  and 
the  case  end  Tf*  USed’  and  they therefore  did  ^th 

Ihe  L"  aTgS  “ thCSe  TdS  eVenbef°re  they  “tdd  be  used, 
that  kam  had™  1S  7 ^ ^ *n  tW0  ways-  First>  the  very  supposition 
urlrd  ttanc"  l*  “ dcrivBd  from  the  observation  that  in  the 
is  a noun,  therefore  fr0™5  7 ^ endmgs:  nouns  have  case  endings,  kam 
evidence  suDDort'  7 ^ 6 assumed  once  to  have  had  case.  No  linguistic 
adduced  however T ^77^  * a former  case  ending  presence  is 
deduction:  the  Arabwhi  ’ S Preferred  s°lution  equally  rests  on  logical 
knowing  they  would  h k C'r  Wlsdom  (hikma)  suppressed  case  endings 
^e  — * frequent  use  clause, 

word  classes  in  . rm  a grammatical  constraint:  certain 

both  perspectives  there  ^ “ 

live,  that  a change  kam-un  (etc7  r ’ fr°m  a contemPorary  perspec- 

account  (see  Bohas  and  Guillaume^  Countenanced  in  Su^’S 

sion).  1984’  Larcher  2005  b,  for  further  discus- 

At  the  risk  of  sounding  polemical  it  ; 

to  say  that  a historical  limnmti  ’ * D°. Cntlcism  of  the  Arabic  tradition 

According  to  the  definition  0f  hf  t pe.rsPe<^lve  was  lacking  in  their  theory, 
hnguistics  exists  only  when  the  S °n  linguistics  adopted  here,  historical 
and  this  method  did  not  exist  u^tlM^3^  metb°d  *s  systematically  applied, 
Arabic  tradition  lay  elsewhere  " u C n*neteenth  century.  The  genius  of  the 
(Owens  1988),  and  probably  with  t r^m  formal  synchronic  grammar 
I think  it  inconceivable  that  snrk  °U  • \ developed  theoretical  interest 
which  is  treated  here,  could  havp^*”  SOUrce  data,  only  a small  part  of 

en  gathered  and  systematized.  Indeed, 
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I think  the  descriptive  and  theoretical  achievement  of  the  Arabic  grammarians 
is  enhanced  when  compared  to  the  inconsistent  and  unsystematic  attempts  of 
modern  Western  scholars  to  develop  a coherent  account  of  Arabic  language 
history  against  the  backdrop  of  a badly  applied  comparative  linguistics. 


2.7.  Conclusion 

The  conclusion  is  a sobering  one.  Put  simply,  after  over  one  hundred  and  fifty 
years  of  Western  research  on  the  language,  there  is  no  meaningful  compara- 
tive linguistic  history  of  Arabic.  The  distinction  Old  Arabic-Neo-Arabic  was 
postulated  on  the  basis  of  a logical  matrix,  not  one  grounded  in  comparative 
linguistic  theory.  The  Western  Arabicist  tradition  has  either  accepted  the 
distinction  as  the  working  basis  for  Arabic  language  history  without  reflection 
(e.g.  Brockelmann)  or  has  allowed  often  incisive  and  pointed  comparative 
linguistic  observations  (as  frequently  in  Fischer  and  Jastrow  1980;  Fischer 
1995)  to  be  pressed  into  the  Old  Arabic-Neo-Arabic  mold  in  which  it  does 
not  fit.42 

Clearly  the  problem  today  does  not  lie  in  the  lack  of  data.  The  last  forty 
years  have  given  us  a wealth  of  dialectal  data,  which,  as  seen  above,  can  be 
correlated  with  data  from  the  Old  Arabic  era,  and  also  can  be  used  to  expan 

upon  our  knowledge  of  proto- Arabic. 

It  is  clear  that  in  the  present  exposition  modem  Arabic  dialects  are  given  a 
much  more  important  role  in  the  interpretation  of  Arabic  linguistic  history 
than  is  usually  the  case.  In  part,  this  is  simply  a rectification  of  past  practice. 
As  seen,  Arabic  dialects  have  largely  been  excluded  from  this  sub  discip  me  y 
fiat.  Arabic  linguistic  history,  however,  is  no  more  coterminous  with  a history 
of  Arabic  dialects  than  it  is  with  a history  of  the  Classical  language.  F eisc  er  s 
goal  of  a holistic  Arabic  is  as  cogent  today  as  it  was  150  years  ago.  t 
reached,  however,  only  with  the  basis  of  a grounded  linguistic  methodology,  ana 
this  involves,  inter  alia,  a principled  exposition  of  relations  between  mo  e 
sources  and  whatever  old  ones  that  are  available.  In  the  broad  scenario 
here,  Arabic  is  better  conceptualized  not  as  a simple  linear  ic  otomous 


42  There  are  of  course  dissenting  voices  in  this  paradigm.  accounHn  his  Introduc- 

0Wn’  fast  by  the  then  contemporary  Arab  tradition  {according  German  colleagues 

of  the  presentation  of  his  thesis  in  Algiers,  r9o6:  3).  “f ‘atelYpb'|^“lhe  anc.ent 
(«  g.  Noldeke  1910) . Rabin  states  simply  that,  ‘The  modern  «>U°qu'  ?!more  concrete  exemplification, 
dlaJect  (1960/1986: 564).  Unfortunately,  this  statement  is  not  backed  p y dialectS)  and  if 

it  is  not  clear  whether  Rabin  considers  other  dialects  not  to  co  significant  work  of 

oy  don’t,  what  criteria  are  set  to  distinguish  the  different  cases.  e , Qjjyjvjew  paradigm 

Btfkeland  (1940)  on  pausal  forms  which  unusually  for  someone  ^ »e01  ^-1 ^ 
applies  princiDles  of  rnmnArativp  linguistics.  This  is  discussed  in  greater  d 
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development,  the  Old  vs.  Neo  split,  but  rather  as  a multiply-branching  bush, 
w ose  stem  represents  the  language  1,300  years  ago.  Parts  of  the  bush  main- 
tain a structure  barely  distinguishable  from  its  source-in  linguistic  terms 
P?*S  'u  WiKh  311  °ld~New  dichotomization  is  wholly  irrelevant.  Other  parts 
o he  bush  are  marked  by  striking  differences,  differences  which  distinguish 
1 S mUC  . om  other  parts  of  the  appendages  as  from  the  stem.  It  is  a 

° rgamsm  w ich  resists  a simple  description  in  terms  of  a dichotom- 
ous structure. 

In  the  following  six  chapters  through  case  studies  based  both  on  Old  Arabic 

New  H.YlT?  la  C?  S°UrCeS  1 further  exemplify  the  irrelevance  of  the  Old- 
same  timp°tkmy  °a  understandin8  Arabic  linguistic  history  and  at  the 
perspective  ^ ^ t0  3ppr°acdl  tde  subject  from  a comparative  linguistic 
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It  is  a fundamental  precept  of  comparative  and  historical  linguistics  that 
genealogical  affiliation  can  only  be  established  on  the  basis  of  concrete 
linguistic  features,  the  more  central  the  feature  the  more  important  for 
classificatory  purposes.  While  there  is  no  absolute  consensus  about  how  a 
central  linguistic  feature  can  be  identified,  it  can  be  taken  as  axiomatic  that 
long-term  reconstruction  and  classification  rests  most  fundamentally  on 
phonological  and  morphological  criteria.  Of  these  two,  Hetzron  (1976b)  has 
argued  that  it  is  the  morphological  which  is  the  most  important  because 
morphology  represents  the  level  of  grammar  that  is  both  more  complex  and 
more  arbitrary  in  the  sense  that  the  sound-meaning  dyad  has  no  natural  basis. 
Precisely  this  arbitrariness  ensures  that  morphological  correspondences  are 
relatively  unlikely  to  be  due  to  chance. 

Though  Hetzron’s  principles  of  genetic  classification  were  surely  colored  by 
his  experience  in  comparative  Semitic  and  Afroasiatic,  where  there  are  strik- 
ing morphological  correspondences  to  be  found  between  languages  widely 
separated  both  geographically  and  diachronically  (see  example  (14)  in  sec*- 
1-6.9  above),  his  principle  of  morphological  precedence,  as  it  can  be  dubbed, 
may  be  taken  as  a general  working  hypothesis.  Unquestionably,  morphological 
case  belongs  potentially  to  the  basic  morphological  elements  of  a language. 
Whether  morphological  case  belongs  to  the  basic  elements  of  a language  family 
is,  of  course,  a question  requiring  the  application  of  the  comparative  method. 
In  Niger-Congo,  for  example,  case  apparently  does  not  belong  to  the  proto 
language,1 * * *  whereas  in  Indo-European  it  is  a key  element  of  the  proto-language 
(Antilla  1972:  366).  In  Afroasiatic,  to  which  Arabic  belongs,  the  status  of  case 
in  the  proto-language  is,  as  yet,  undecided.  Nonetheless,  the  assumption  of 
a case  system  within  at  least  some  branches  of  the  language  family,  Semitic 
in  particular  (Moscati  et  al.  1980),  has  had  consequences  both  for  the 


1 In  an  overview  of  Niger-Congo  languages  edited  by  Bendor-Samuel  of  the  ten  orso  t 

only  the  Ijoid  languages  appear  to  have  some  case  marking  (1990.  115  ■ fo 

Baneuth,  Gudrun  Miehe  and  lari  Hoffman,  both  with  long  experience  m Niger-Congo,  mform  me 

at  it  is  very  unlikely  that  case  belongs  to  the  proto-language. 
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conceptualization  of  relations  within  Semitic  and  for  the  reconstruction  of 
mo  7 f an®Ua^e  or  tbe  entire  family.  Given  the  as  yet  uncertain  status  of 

sTams  a°t  T C7  ^ 7 PhylUm  leVe1’  1 bdieve  a -itical  Faisal  of  its 
this  rh  t 8Tenea  0glCa  levels  t0  be  appropriate.  Within  this  perspective  in 
and  t t0  dd3te  the  interPlay  between  case  conceptualization 

Pr0t0-Vari^  -mely  Arabic.  Given  the  im- 
Z e7ll L Wlthln  SemitiC)  Concl“  reached  regarding  this  lan- 
f0  VC  COnSeqUences  for  the  subfamily  and  beyond,  as  I will  attempt 

in  the  various  h °nSif tS  bv^Parts-  In  sect.  3.2, 1 briefly  review  the  status  of  case 
no nTeZenP  °f  Afr°asiatic-  it  will  be  seen  that  a case  system  is 

al^ArZc7  ?Trty  °f  thC  Cntire  Phyb™’  fo  -ct.  3.3, 1 turn  to  case  in 
h ’’ ^ COnside™§  ^ descriptive  work  of 
Ffoahy  in  s ct’sT  “ defininS  the  nature  of  Classical  Arabic. 

Arabic  dialects  add  ^ • 3’5’  1 consider  foe  evidence  for  case  in  the  modem 
should  be  seen  as  beineTh118  ff  PartlCUlar  the  question  of  whether  the  dialects 

caseless  varieties  arf  case-bearing  variety,  and  if  not  whether 

ess  varieties  are  innovative  or  go  back  to  a casdess  form  of  proto-Semilic. 

3-t-  Introduction 

defbedlyint^^tii^7nCnt  difference  between  Old  Arabic,  however 
foe  differentiating  list  (Fuck^n-  dialects>  foe  one  at  the  head  of 

Blau  1988:  2),  is  the  case  V • ’ ,7  SCCt'  2-3'2  above;  Fischer  1982a:  83; 

to  a detailed  consideration  Tthis"  f Ctl°naI  System-  h is  thus  time  t0  turn 
relationship  between  Old  A k'  Phenomenon  in  the  debate  about  the 
I will  concentrate  exclusively  17^° and  the  modem  dialects, 
short-vowel  nominal  inflection  C feature  of  Arabic  case  marking, 

3 2.  Case  m the  Afroasiatic  Phylum 

The  ph  1*  4 

branches  of  the  phylum  within  t^  °n  Strddn8  correspondences  found  in  all 
markers  (in  pronouns  and/or  vm-k  w ^ 3nd  Pronominal  systems.  Personal 
and  PL),  -nV  ‘iPL’  (m  in  chad)  f°r  ?Stance> in  ~k  ‘second  person’  (SG 
person  plural  formed  from  thp  C ' S ~ ^ tb*rd  Person’,  a second  and  third 

(nasal  lacking  in  Chadic)  are  foiinri"501^ Person  marker  + u + (nasal 
entiafpd  j 1 are  tound  m all  branrkpc 


1 ‘wuuea  rrom  thp  m — — > « auu  44 

(nasal  lacking  in  Chadic)  are  fonn^50^ 7*  person  marker  + u + (nasa 
entiated  according  to  prefixing  and  suffi  • ra"ches-  Verb  conjugations  diffe 
are  ound  in  three  of  the  branrk  e 8 classes  (in  various  distribution: 

Branches,  Semitic,  Cushitic,  and  Berber,  while  tl 
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other  two,  Egyptian  (suffix  only)  and  Chadic  (prefix  only)  have  conjugations 
with  clear  correspondences  to  one  or  the  other  (see  e.g.  Rossler  1950;  Voigt 
1987;  Diakonoff  1988).  It  is  therefore  equally  striking  that  only  two  of  the  five2 
branches,  Semitic  and  Cushitic,  have  languages  with  morphological  case 
systems.  Even  within  these  two  branches  there  is  a good  deal  of  variation 
among  individual  languages,  and  the  question  of  the  extent  to  which  Cushitic 
case  corresponds  to  Semitic  is  far  from  clear.  In  sect.  3.2.1, 1 briefly  summarize 
the  situation  for  Cushitic,  and  in  sect.  3.2.2,  that  for  Semitic. 

3-2-1.  Case  in  Cushitic 

While  many  of  the  Cushitic  languages  have  case  systems,  it  is  by  no  means 
clear  that  they  derive  from  a proto-Cushitic  case  system.  Such  a proposal  has 
been  put  forward  by  Sasse  (1984)  where  a proto-Cushitic  case  system  with 
nominative  opposed  to  accusative  is  postulated.3 

Against  this  Tosco  (1993,  in  the  spirit  of  Castellino  1978: 40)  has  argued  that 
the  origin  of  many  Cushitic  nominative  markers  lies  in  a focus  morpheme. 
Tosco’s  argument  is  based  on  both  universal  and  formal  considerations,  the 
main  features  of  which  are  as  follows. 

First  of  all  he  notes  (as  have  a number  of  scholars  before  him)  that  the 
nominative- absolutive  (roughly  = accusative)  distinction  in  Cushitic  is  typo- 
logically  odd  since  it  is  the  nominative  which  is  the  marked  form  by  a number 
°f  criteria.  It  is  the  nominative  noun,  for  example,  which  is  morphologically 
marked  (see  (1)  vs.  (2)), 4 e.g.  Oromo. 


2 1 assume  a very  traditional  Afroasiatic  family  tree,  well  aware  that  there  are  classificatory  questions 
at  all  levels.  I do  not  think,  at  this  point,  that  such  questions  bear  crucially  on  the  present  treatment  of 
case>  however. 

Berber  and  Chadic  do  not  have  case.  Since  Egyptian  orthography  did  not  mark  short  vowels, 
whether  or  not  ancient  Egyptian  had  a case  system  is  difficult  to  know.  Even  if  Callender  s U975) 
attempt  to  reconstruct  ancient  Egyptian  cases  on  the  basis  of  the  functional  behavior  of  verbal  forms  is 
on  the  right  track,  his  attribution  of  formal  values  to  them  (e.g.  nominative  -u,  accusative  -a)  is 
speculative  at  best,  at  worst  no  more  than  the  filling  in  of  an  Egyptian  consonantal  text  with  short 
vocalic  values  taken  over  from  Classical  Arabic.  Petracek  (1988: 40)  does  not  reconstruct  a case  system 
tor  ancient  Egyptian. 

3 Sasse  leaves  open  the  possibility  that  other  cases  might  be  reconstructible.  Diakonoff  (1988:  60) 
proposes  an  ‘abstract’  proto-Afroasiatic  case  system,  characterized  above  all,  apparently,  by  1 s 
a stractness.  Formally  there  was  an  opposition  between  i ~ u vs.  -a  ~ 0,  though  ow  is  sys  e 
worked  functionally  at  the  proto-Afroasiatic  stage  is  not  spelled  out  in  detail.  Diakonoff  s recons  ruc- 
IOn  rests  largely  on  data  from  Semitic  and  Cushitic,  and  hence  is  open  to  * n 
Postulating  a proto-Cushitic  case  system  contained  in  this  section.  Furthermore,  is  en  r 

s ruction  of  Afroasiatic  case  is  based  on  the  dubious  assumption  that  the  proto  , 

wgative  one.  His  claim  (1988: 59)  that  Oromo  (and  similarly,  I suspect,  his  claims  or  ja,  ‘ _ ’ . 

™®to)  is  an  ergative  language  (or  has  traces  of  an  ergative  system?)  is  mysterious  sec  ^ 

Greenberg  (1978: 95>  universal  38)  notes  that  if  there  is  a case  system,  the  subject  o 
^ will  be  marked  by  the  least  marked  case  (also  Croft  1990: 104)- 
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(1)  namicc-i  nt-dufe 

man-NOM  pre  v-came 
‘The  man  came’. 

(2)  namicca  urke 

man  (ABS)  saw 
‘He  saw  the  man’. 

(hi)  nam jT'61'  abstllubve  serves  as  tbe  basis  for  further  inflections,  cf.  genitive 
restricted  J °-  ^ man’  Furthermore>  the  nominative  has  a more 
te«s  n ’ mited  0nly  t0  the  sub^ect>  and  is  far  less  frequent  in 

maticalized  top^”15  * C CUShltlC  nominative  has  close  affinities  to  gram- 

suffix  -i  thronoT  *’|e^at“re  0n  Cushitic  languages,  Tosco  further  shows  that  a 
‘house-i’  C t e,  ranC^’  e’^‘  highland  East  Cushitic  (e.g.  Sidamo  min-i 

(AMgi  ■«)-  “ which  marks  not  onl, 

maticaliad  n <’P'cal,zfi  constituents  as  well.  Where  -i  has  been  gram- 

particularly  common  .er  otha; markers  develop  as  topicalizers.  An  -nis 
Oromo.  1S  nctlon>  as  perhaps  exhibited  in  the  Harar 

(3)  namicca-n  arke 
man-topic  saw 
‘I  saw  the  mari. 

reconstruction,  nomffiatfre  f rthermore  noteworthy  that  Sasse’s 

correspond  to  the  three-valued  ^\*!,8olutlve  *'a  does  not  self-evidently 

only  widespread  nominative-likeS(Tosco’Tem‘,  In  “ T°SC°  Sh°WS’  ^ 

is -f. 5 It  is  true  that  a ‘nnm-  • > ■ 0 s topicalizer)  inflection  on  full  nouns 
part  of  the  article  or  dem  matlVC  u 1S  Found  throughout  Cushitic,  though  as 

‘this-NOM’,  ^LnJZ^?^0'  " 3 n°minal  affk  0rom°  ^ 
Semitic,  overwhelmingly  (Central  °re°Ver’  Cushltlc  case  marking  is,  unlike 
Oromo  are  exceptional)  phrase  (Hetzron  197601  3/)  311(1 

nominative  subject  is  « , ' ln  Somali,  for  instance,  where  the 

a tone  from  H to  L,  one 
~+  NOM  «'«,  but  NOM  nm-ku  ‘the  man’, 


or™  it  PhonologIcally  determuild^eltive  loTeX  ’976: 253  ff)  the  nominative  (or  topic 

• £ “ " ' ,f‘"  0 « » -*  t0  ,he  abso'nte  form:  if  the  absolute  ends  in  a front  vowe 

Paradoxically,  the  Semif 

™ » ■*»  parted,,  unified,  .or  dr 

«9 - «)  to. ee. J*J«d 'mat  of  Akkldia.,  Vo.  Sod« 
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where  the  determiner  assumes  the  low  tone,  allowing  nin  to  re-assume  its 
unmarked  absolutive  form  with  high  tone  (Saeed  1987: 133).  Any  attempt  to 
link  this  Cushitic  data  to  Semitic  case  would  have  to  account  for  significant 
structural  mismatches.  To  these  problems  can  be  added  that  of  the  Cushitic 
genitive,  which  neither  Sasse  nor  Tosco  integrate  into  their  models,  both 
cognizant  of  the  special  problems  accompanying  the  task. 

To  summarize  this  section,  while  it  is  certainly  correct,  paraphrasing  and 
changing  Sasse’s  (1984:  lit)  formulation  slightly,  to  speak  of  certain  Cushitic 
endings  as  bearing  ‘a  striking  resemblance  to  certain  formatives ...  in  other 
Afroasiatic  branches’,  it  does  not  appear  possible,  at  this  point  at  least,  to  link 
these  directly  to  Semitic  case  markers.  Even  assuming  a fink  to  be  possible,  it 
would  not  automatically  follow  that  it  would  be  made  in  terms  of  case.  Indeed, 
given  that  it  is  only  the  Semitic  branch  (following  Tosco  for  Cushitic)  which 
unequivocally  has  a proto-case  system,  it  would  not  be  surprising  if  such  a 
system  developed  at  the  proto-stage  Semitic  out  of  markers  of  another  type. 

3.2.2.  Semitic  case 

It  is  not  my  purpose  here  to  review  the  literature  on  case  in  Semitic.  The 
situation  in  Arabic  will  be  reviewed  in  detail  anyway  in  the  next  two  sections. 
For  present  purposes  two  basic  points  need  to  be  made. 

First,  although  a three-valued  case  system  (nominative  -u,  accusative  -a, 
genitive  -i)  can  be  reconstructed  for  proto-Semitic,  only  a minority  of  well- 
attested  Semitic  languages  have  it.  Moreover,  assuming  Moscati  et  al.s  tripartite 
classification  of  Semitic  into  Northeast,  Northwest,  and  Southwest  sub- 
branches,  caseless  languages  (or  dialects)  are  attested  in  each  sub-branch.  The 
earlier  stages  of  Akkadian  (Northeast)  had  it,  though  after  1000  bc  the  case 
system  showed  clear  signs  of  breaking  down.7  Most  of  the  Northwest  Semitic 
languages  did  not  have  case  (Hebrew,  Aramaic,  Phonecian),  only  Ugaritic8 


7 The  outside  observer  may  be  slightly  disquieted  by  Von  Soden’s  observation  (1969:  80)  that  even 
>n  Old  Assyrian  and  Old  Babylonian  exceptions  to  the  expected  case-marking  system  occur.  He 
attributes  these  to  orthographic  errors  or  to  ‘bad  pronunciation  (?)•  A closer  study  o sue  errors 
would  be  interesting. 

8 Even  Semiticists  are  not  unified  about  which  Semitic  languages  demonstrably  have  case  systems. 

Rabin  (1969: 161)  in  a minority  opinion,  cautions  that  there  is  not  enough  data  to  reconstruct  case 
syntax  in  Ugaritic  and  hence  does  not  include  Ugaritic  among  the  attested  case-beanng  Semitic 
•anguages.  He  has  a two-valued  case  system  for  GoSoz  (as  opposed  to  Wemngers  1993  one),  but 
would  apparently  rather  identify  the  GoSoz  0 ‘nominative’  etymologically  with  the  Akkadian  abso- 
lut,ve  (i-e.  lack  of  morphological  case)  than  with  Classical  Arabic  -u  (1969:  >9*) ■ Some  modern 
Ethiopian  Semitic  languages  (e.g.  Amharic  -n)  have  secondarily  developed  an  object  case,  sometimes 
sensitive  to  definiteness  features.  Barth’s  (1898:  594)  assumption  that  proto-Hebrew  had  case  b teed 
crucially  on  the  assumption  that  proto-Semitic  had  case  and  only  case  (Le.  no  p . .. 

**  3.5).  Reading  between  the  lines  of  his  article,  however,  it  is  clear  that  one  could  no  more  justify 
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d Eblaitic  (probably)  possessing  it.  The  situation  with  Ugaritic  in  this  respect 
is  not  very  satisfying,  as  the  only  direct  evidence  for  case  endings  comes  from  the 
word-final  symbol  for  the  glottal  stop.  In  Gordon’s  (1965)  lexicon,  these  amount 
are  y ten  noun  lexemes  from  which  the  entire  case  system  must  be  con- 
/ r^te  ’ kls  noteworthy  that  neither  Rabin  (1969,  see  n.  8 above)  nor  Petracek 
9 • 39  1st  Ugaritic  among  the  case-bearing  Semitic  languages.  Among  the 
southwest  Semitic  languages  Classical  Arabic  has  it,  though  GaSoz  (in  chrono- 
i te™s  some  350-500  years  earlier ) probably  did  not,  at  least  not 

1C  Sj  ~eVidemly  corresPonds  with  the  three-valued  proto-Semitic 
,l  , 6 ^ern  pduopic  Semitic  languages  do  not  have  it  (see  n.  8),  nor  do 

. ..  ^"n  ,ra  lc  'a^ects-  The  modern  South  Arabian  languages  do  not  have 
’ Fro  6 he,SltUf°n  for  epig^Phic  South  Arabic  is  unclear  due  to  the  script, 
wavs  Fi  t 1Stn  Ut'°nal  PerSPect’ve  one  can  approach  the  problem  in  two 
varieties  wh ' ^ C assumed  that  the  cases  are  original  and  lost  in  those 
~re  attested-  This’  of  c0urse’  is  *e  approach  taken  by  most 
M Cfiv  a ^ aL  198°:  94)’  ^ C°uId  be  Said  to  be  ^ported 

system  is  1?  Y ^ M°n  “ Akh,di“  where  the  breakdown  of  a case 
caseless  sitnati  7 attested'  A second  approach  would  be  to  view  the 

innovative  Th  e'1  ^ °'"lglnab  tbe  Akkadian  and  Classical  Arabic  system  as 
of  the  laneu  JS  I$  pr°bleillatlc  in  view  of  the  fact  that  Akkadian  is  the  oldest 
languages  is  inT  f S°  Ute  termS’  and  that  tbe  case  system  in  the  two 
in  the  «me  wav  T T C°mparable' 11 » unlikely  that  the  two  innovated 
origin  pushes  I mdependently  of  each  other,  and  if  they  did  not,  a common 
thaf  the  prmo  1'“"  TT  the  A third  solution  is 

«*.  o„.  wi,h„„,8“aSii“  rrms  1"”° diakc,s  “ “ were)i  °” 

chapter.  For  thP  ^ pmg  11115  Perspective  in  the  rest  of  this 

at  the proto-Semiticstase  ■*  l°  n°te  that  Populating  a caseless  variety 
namely  the  broad  ranv  § 1S  SUpported  bY  family-internal  distributional  facts, 
(to  turn  the  aremnenf6  f which  do  not  have  case  systems 

arguments  of  the  previous'sec'don  wh*  PrCV10US  P°int  011  its  head)’  and  the 
Afroasiatic,  is  probably  innovative.  ^ Semltk  C3Se’ withl" 


the  reconstruction  of  a case  svstem  fm  ■ 

system  from  the  modem  Arabic  dialeas  'tW  B'blical  Hebrew  sources  than  one  can  an  Arabic  case 
assume  proto-Semitic  case  system  disaDoearpa^  n°  at*emPts  to  my  knowledge  to  explain  how  the 
“ not  50  much  an  attempt  to  justifv  th  C°mp  etefr  throughout  the  family.  Moscati  (i95*)> 
e ermine  the  length  of  the  assumed  endirL  ^assumPtion  of  a family-wide  proto-case  system  as 
' >c  languages/varieties  never  had  a case  sJT  'Ven  **  significant  counter-evidence  that  some 
Ppearence  of  case  from  these  varieties  be  Jiv6™’  '*  "!fy  minimally  be  expected  that  the  assumed 

gtwn  a unified  explanation. 
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Second,  it  can  be  noted  that  in  the  Semitic  languages  with  a case  system 
there  are  contexts  where,  in  synchronic  terms,  the  system  is  neutralized.  In  the 
Akkadian  genitive  relation,  the  possessed  noun  does  not  bear  case  (or  appears 
in  the  so-called  absolute  form)  before  a nominal  possessor,  and  before  a 
pronominal  possessor  generally  only  when  the  possessed  noun  ends  in  a 
vowel  (Von  Soden  1969:  82  ff.,  189  ff.). 

(4)  beel-0  biit-i-m 

master-0  house  GEN-M 

‘master  (0  = “absolute”  case)  of  the  house 

affas-su 

wife-his 

In  Classical  Arabic  the  neutralization,  at  least  in  traditional  accounts  (see  sects. 
1.6.3, 3-3.2.3),  occurs  in  pausal  position.  Besides  raising  questions  of  the  func 
tional  centrality  of  case  in  Semitic  (see  sects.  3-3-t).  *he  presence  of  these  caseless 
contexts  suggests  that  even  those  Semitic  languages  with  morphological  case 
systems  possessed  traces  of  the  caseless  variety.  I will  touch  on  further  case 
related  comparative  aspects  of  Semitic  below  (sects.  3-3-3>  3-4-2>  3-5)- 

Brief  though  the  remarks  in  the  present  section  are,  they  are  consistent 
enough  to  underscore  Petracek’s  conclusion  (1988:  4'.  see  also  Rabin  1969- 
191),  based  on  comparative  Afroasiatic  data,  that  the  robustly  structured  case 
system  of  Semitic  can  be  regarded  as  a Semitic  innovation’  (‘Die  pragnant 
gebildete  Struktur  des  Kasussytems  im  Semitischen  (-u,  -i,  -a)  diirfen  wir  a s 
eine  semitische  Innovation  ansehen.’).  If  this  point  is  accepted,  however,  t e 
emerges  a further  Semitic- internal  issue,  namely  at  what  point  emitic 
itself  developed  a case  system,  and  whether  this  development  represent 
the  ancestor  of  all  Semitic  languages  or  only  some  of  them.  In  t e rest  0 
this  chapter  I will  attempt  to  show  that  a detailed  consideration  of  the  issue 
for  proto-Arabic  will  provide  one  important  component  in  answenng 
question. 


3-3-  Classical  Arabic 

It  should  by  now  be  becoming  clear  that  the  assumption  that  ther 
distinction  between  those  Semitic  languages  with  case  systems  and  those 
without,  the  latter  possessing,  in  this  respect,  an  older  trait  t an  t 
is  perhaps  not  so  unproblematic  as  represented  in  the  textboo  (e.g. 
et  al.  1980;  Fischer  1982a).  In  this  section  I examine  the  status  0 c 
Classical  Arabic  in  greater  detail,  using  two  sources.  In  sect.  3-3-1*  . , 

the  work  of  Corriente,  not  adequately  integrated  into  t e e a e 


86  Case  and  Proto-Arabic 


Arabic,  perhaps  because  his  views  about  case  in  Old  Arabic  are  somewhat 
iconoclastic  and  perhaps  because  Corriente  himself  did  not  follow  his  own 
ideas  to  a further  logical  conclusion.  In  sect.  3.2,  I turn  to  the  grammarian 
who,  if  not  the  founder  of  Classical  Arabic,  doubtlessly  played  a more  pivotal 
role  in  explicitly  defining  its  form  than  any  other  individual,  namely  the 
eighth-century  grammarian  Sibawaih,  in  order  to  gain  a more  precise  insight 
into  the  nature  of  the  Classical  Arabic  which  he  defined.  This  account  will 
initiate  the  comparison  between  the  Classical  language  and  the  modem 
ialects,  a necessary  step  in  the  discussion  of  Blau’s  theory  deriving  the 
modern  dialects  from  the  Classical  language. 

A work  which  took  a philological  perspective  a diachronic  step  deeper  is 
Diem  s (1973)  study  of  case  endings  in  the  Arabic  words  found  in  the  Aramaic 
mscriptions  of  the  Arabs  of  Nabataea  in  southern  Jordan,  dating  from  about 
^'em  sh°ws  that  Arabic  personal  names  found  in  the  inscriptions  did 
t s ow  traces  of  a living  case  system.  If  Diem’s  interpretation  of  the  data  is 
■ °Tf’  1jW0lddrnean  that  the  oldest  written  evidence  of  Arabic  is  character- 
C , y 3 inSuistic  trait,  the  lack  of  functional  case  endings,  which  is  otherwise 
said  to  be  a characteristic  par  excellence  of  Neo-Arabic  (see  sect.  3.2.2). 


3-3-t.  Corriente 

Arahfr  ^ art^es  '1971)  1973>  1975. 1976),  Corriente  argued  that  Classical 

or  less  fi  °h  f3t  1 C Cn<*  °fa  devel°Pment,  and  that  its  crystalization  in  a more 

1™  f°™  Was  due  in  lafge  Part  to  the  efforts  of  the  Arabic  grammar- 

eZenrTIZ.  POintS  he  makes  relate  to  the  case  system.  These  include 

ination  of  th  °uMa!n  Sorts’  linguistic  internal  interpretations,  and  an  exam- 
ination of  the  philological  record. 

showed ^fhl  P^rSp^CtlVe  1S  Prominent  in  his  1971  article  where  Corriente 
“whe^  “ ^ °f  QaSsical  ***  cases-roughly  those 
rnHsln  v fTnCC  °f  meaning  ““  be  effected  by  a change  of  case 
case  systems  sene"^7  h"  'll11116  °nC  may  agree  with  Blau  (1988:  268)  that 
Arabic  case  is  fi  ^ ^ 3 ^ degree  of  redundancy,  the  point  stands  that 

fo™  ^ther^  7 ^ ^ imegr3ted  int° The  CaSC 

lnt°  ^ »gy  (1971:  47)- 

end  of  the  wnrrl  morphy,  exceptionlessly  tacked  on  to  the 

U,e  word,  mth  UtUe  moipho.phono|ogical  gjdrer 
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the  stems  they  are  suffixed  to  or  the  items  which  may  be  suffixed  to  them.  To 
this  can  be  added  that  fact  that  unlike  many  languages,  they  are  not  subject  to 
variational  rules  based  on  animacy  and/or  definiteness.  Moreover,  as  seen  in 
the  previous  chapter  (sect.  2.4.1.2,  Old  Arabic  sources),  the  nominative/ 
genitive  contrast,  -u/-i,  may  be  phonologically  neutralized  in  some  varieties. 

In  his  1975  article  Corriente  cites  deviations  from  the  classical  norms  found 
in  various  verses  of  the  Kitab  al-Aghani,  including  an  inflectionally  invariable 
dual  (1975:  52,  cf.  Rabin  1951: 173,  also,  of  course,  QurPaan  20.  63),  mixing  up 
of  cases  (1975:  57),  or  their  complete  absence  (i975:  80).  Corriente  s explan- 
ation for  this  phenomenon,  as  well  as  for  the  development  of  Middle  Arabic 
out  of  Old  Arabic,  was  to  postulate  a caseless  form  of  Arabic  formed  in  pre- 
Islamic  times  along  the  northwest  Arabic  borderland  in  Nabataea  (1976.  88, 
expanding  on  Diem  1973).  Associated  with  commercial  centers,  this  variety 
of  Arabic  would  have  quickly  acquired  prestige  status  and  in  the  aftermath  of 
the  early  Islamic  Arabic  diaspora  served  as  a model  for  the  development 
of  caseless  Middle  Arabic  in  urban  contexts.  Note  that  he  does  not  break 
with  Blau  completely,  in  that  he  sees  the  caseless  varieties  arising  out  of  the 
border  contacts. 

The  present  study  agrees  with  Corriente  on  the  need  to  recognize  a case  ess 
form  of  Arabic  existing  contemporaneously  with  case  varieties.  Where  issue 
can  be  taken  with  his  account  is  the  readiness  to  postulate  a simple  link 
between  one  variety  of  Old  Arabic  (Nabataean  Arabic)  and  the  modem 
dialects.  The  difficulties  in  drawing  such  a simple  linkage  will  become  evident 
in  the  discussion  in  sects.  3.4  and  3.5,  as  well  as  elsewhere  in  this  book.  As  a 
general  introductory  remark,  however,  it  may  be  noted  that  integrating  t e 
modem  dialects  into  the  reconstruction  of  proto-Arabic  will  yield  res  ts 
which  do  not  self-evidently  replicate  the  linguistic  entities  defined  by  t e 
Arabic  grammarians,  or  by  the  epigraphic  record  (e.g.  caseless  Nabataean 
Arabic).  This  follows  from  the  different  methods  and  goals  of  the  comparative 
method  and  of  the  Arabic  grammarians  to  whom  I turn  presently,  an  oni 
the  very  fragmentary  nature  of  the  epigraphic  record.  A full  reconstruction  o 
proto- Arabic  requires  independent  and  detailed  definition  of  eac  o t 
components,  before  they  are  put  together  into  a larger  picture. 

3-3-2-  Sibawaih 

Barring  a fiill-scale  study  of  all  the  material  to  be  found  in  all  grammatical 
treatises,  the  reasons  for  concentrating  on  Sibawaih  in  the  first  instance  are 
self-evident.  His  Kitaab  is,  even  by  modem  standards,  a paragon  o etai  a” 
completeness  (if  not  necessarily  of  organization  and  clarity  o sty 
importantly,  it  is  arguably  the  only  comprehensive  grammar  w ere  a a g 
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body  of  eyewitness  observations  of  actual  linguistic  usage  are  systematically 
recorded.  This  is  not  to  deny  that  interesting  material  is  to  be  found  in  the 
ater  treatises.  Nonetheless,  later  grammarians  were  dependent  to  a large 
egree  on  Sibawaih  for  the  simple  reason  that  the  ^Irabiyya  came  to  consist 
o a more  or  less  closed  set  of  data  by  the  tenth  century,10  rendering  obser- 
vations on  the  contemporary  spoken  language  superfluous  (see  below). 

■ U/Tg  *°  ^bawa'b>  there  are  two  aspects  of  his  work  which  may  be  kept  in 
mm  w en  interpreting  his  observations  on  Arabic.  The  first  is  that  Sibawaih 
as  con  onted  by  a mass  of  variant  forms  which  he  evaluated  in  his  own 
mmita  e style,  to  which  I turn  presently.  By  and  large,  in  the  later  grammars, 

1 jW 3 er  tbe  end  of  the  ninth  century,  the  variant  forms  were  either 
excluded  altogether  or  treated  in  the  more  detailed  grammars  (e.g.  Ibn  Al- 
rra;,  Ibn  YaSish)  m addenda  to  the  general  rules.  If  the  rare,  new  material 

it  u ’ Jt  WaS  nCar^  always  ky  reference  to  forms  recorded  from  person- 
ages/tnbes  contemporaneous  with  Sibawaih  or  before.11 

wai-nViT^  P°mt  relates  to  wbat  may  be  termed  Sibawaih’s  attitude  to- 
won- gU1StlC  data  Which  he  described.  Carter  (i973:  146;  see  Ditters 
thp  ‘n  F Cntltlsms*  bas  contrasted  Sibawaih’s  ‘descriptivist’  approach  with 
the  r>revin1PtlVISm  °*?ater  grammarians.  This  contrast  of  styles,  as  noted  in 
what  sort  ’ redects  a general  reorientation  in  the  definition  of 

however  wh  t “ “ the  definition  of  the  ^rabiyya.  It  is  not  clear, 

Carter  do  “ * * Understood  by  description,  whosVcharacterization 
impomm  tod  ^ Unde"*anding  Sibawaih  on  this  point  is 

the  sort  o rat  , 8 ^ theoretical  bnguistic  thinking,  to  comprehending 

to  us  and  mT  fngU ^ Whkh  hiS  det3i]ed  observations  make  accessible 

grammars  ~ T**  ? °f  ^ m°tivations  for  and  mechanisms  by  which 
ant  point  that  the  Y 316  eVel°ped-  Baalbaki  (1990: 18)  has  made  the  import- 
‘not  content  thenf13!1111112"^’ confronted  by  a mass  of  linguistic  data,  were 
material  but  atte  3 pure1^  descriptive  exposition  of  linguistic 

(my  emphasis)  Sih!T  pr“ent  tbls  material  within  a coherent  system’ 
the  next  three  subsmiom^V6™*’  ^ figUre  “ this  proceSS'  In 

reference  » ca.e-related  problem”’’  SyS,e1”’  Wi,h  SP'C‘al 


have  to  be  excepted  here.  Unlike  erammar  l ° * 616  are  relativeh  few  critical  modem  studies,  may 
word  to  the  lexicon  rarely  chances  the  lexirn  ex,a;<’f  Jphy  deals  with  an  open-ended  system.  Adding  a 
We  entire  grammar.  nU1  c wa>'  that  adding  a rule  to  the  grammar  potentially 

conceptual  breakthroughs  afterTh^  °f  ^ bic  linguistic  thinking  breaks  down.  There  were 

areas  of  morphophonology  and  syntax  sort,  tUr^’  ou8^  1,1  areas  of  thinking  adjacent  to  the  core 

a syntax,  such  as  pragmatics  and  semanrics. 
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Before  beginning  this  exposition,  however,  it  is  relevant  to  mention  that  the 
very  terminology  of  case  marking  among  the  grammarians  may  bear  on  the 
question  of  the  existence  of  case  in  Old  Arabic.  The  two  oldest  grammatical 
works,  one  (Sibawaih’s)  definitely  from  the  end  of  the  eighth  century,  the 
other  equally  old  or  only  slightly  younger,  utilized  case  form  as  a central 
formal  criteria  for  organizing  their  exposition  of  syntactic  structures.  Gram- 
mars and  case-marking  go  hand  in  hand  in  the  history  of  Arabic  grammatical 
theory.  Xalaf  al-?Afimar’s  Muqaddima  fly  l-Nahw  is  a short,  practical  gram- 
mar (see  Owens  1990:  ch.  9),  whereas  Sibawaih’s  Kitaab  is  one  of  the  most 
detailed  grammars  of  Arabic  ever  written.  Sibawaih  in  particular  goes  to 
considerable  pains  at  the  very  beginning  of  his  grammar  (I:  2.1  ff.,  see  BaaIbaki 
1990)  to  functionally  distinguish  lexically  determined  from  syntactically  de- 
termined short  vowels,  the  latter  of  course  being  the  case  markers.  Sibawaih  s 
terminology  is  thus: 

(5a)  Short  vowel  terminology  in  Sibawaih 

lexical  morpho-syntactic  phonetic  value 

damma  raft  u 

fatha  nasb  a 

kasra  jarr  i 

It  appears  that  the  ‘discovery’  of  functionally-differentiated  vowels  was  pre- 
ceded by  a time  when  the  same  terminology  was  used  undifferentiate  or 
vowels  of  both  types.  Such  a system  is  still  in  evidence  in  FarraP’s  termino  ogy 
(Owens  1990: 159;  Talmon  2003). 

(5b)  Short  vowel  terminology  in  Farra? 

lexical  morpho-syntactic  phonetic  value 

damma  raft  raft  u 

fatha  ~ nasb  nasb  a 

kasra  ~ xafd  xafd  * 

In  Farra?  the  morphosyntactic  values  also  are  used  to  describe  the  p 
values  of  lexical  vowels,  so  that  the  vowel  in  Pumm  ‘mother  (1: 6)  is  escn  e 
as  ra/?.12  This  supposition  finds  support  in  Versteeghs  study  on  ear  y 


12  That  FarraP’s  terminology  should  be  the  ‘older’,  though  he  lived a esmte(i  an  older 

absolute  time!),  may  be  explained  by  Talmon’s  theory  (e.g.  199°'“  3 lanation  for  the  variant  -i 

grammatical  tradition  than  did  Sibawaih.  I would  tend  to  accep  milated  to  the  following -i 

Of  1 IMaahi  (1: 3)  among  some  Bedouins,  that  the  nomintfive  is^sural^^to^  foe  example 

°f  li-  within  the  compound-like  unit  that  has  arisen  due  to  freque  cy  lexical  vowels,  and 

illustrates  (1)  the  convenience  of  not  having  a distinctive  tminoogy  groups  of  speakers. 

2 the  nun.,,,,  c , nominal  vowels  among  at  least  some  group  p 
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grammatical  theory.  He  shows  (1993k  125)  that  the  Koranic  exegete 
Muhammad  al-Kalbi  (d.  145/763),  who  lived  a generation  before  Sibawaih, 
used  the  term  damm  for  a u vowel  ‘within  a word’,  as  an  ‘ending’  (Versteegh 
oes  not  specify  what  sort  here),  and  for  a nunated  noun,  nasb  is  used  for  a 

exical  vowel  a,  an  ending,  and  for  nunation,  and  similarly  for  the  other  terms 
on  the  lists  in  (5). 

Rather  than  consider  the  data  in  terms  of  their  implications  for  an  under- 
an  mg  o t e development  of  Arabic  linguistic  theory,  which  has  been  one 
est  in  sue  data  to  date,  they  may  be  interpreted  in  terms  of  the  present 
q ion  o t e status  of  case  endings  in  the  history  of  the  language.  In  these 
/ \ a?.Pea^S  at  Sibawaih  made  explicit  two  aspects  of  vocalic  variation, 
ne  lexically,  the  other  morpho-syntactically  determined,  which  existed  in  the 
language  he  described. 

betwp  7 aSjC^  ^Cre  *S  wbether  the  variation  and  imprecise  distinction 
limm  t ^ and  m°rph0~Syntactic  vowels  found  in  Farra?  and  other  early 
actS  v tCOrTentat0rS  d°eSn,t  ori§inate  in  the  fact  that  there  were 
the  end  nf  ^ T a ,/^a^c  wbfoh  Farra?  studied  where  vocalic  variation  at 
Arabic  1 S 1!  not  rePresent  case  endings,  i.e.  were  caseless  varieties  of 

would  of  Cr  SUC  arc“mstances  a consistently  differentiating  terminology 
wodd  thL  nT’fl  Ve  'T1  unnecessa^-  FarraP’s  ‘imprecise’ terminology 
waih’s  but  rath  ^ **  3 ,eSS  dlfferentiated  grammatical  thinking  than  Siba- 
admittedlv sne  7 icatI0n  to  a dlfferent  data  base.  This  perspective  is 

Wo  e’  ** idea  of  relat“g  terminological  prob- 

lems to  actual  language  forms,  should  be  pursued  farther.” 

to  Sibawaiffs^r^  The Rowing  example  will  serve  both  as  an  introduction 

some  fairlv  cnmnlo  a . • ® ^om  cb-  24  (I:  31ft)  Sibawaih  considers 

topic  and/or  a vent X ^ he  iS  concerned  to  define  the  case  form  of  a 

is  shown  in  (6a)  vs^b)  ^ Kh3n  25  ff'  f°r  discussion)- A basic  contrast 

( ) zayd  un  laqiy-tu  Pax-aa-hu  (I:  32 16) 

Zayd-NOM  met-I  brother-ACC-his ^ 

As  for  Zayd,  I found  his  brother’. 

<6b)  SSTcc  ^ 

As  for  Zayd,  I found  his  brother’. 

qawi  (Versteegh  19936;  91,  99  ff  ) ^ devd^m«M<<rf  th*1  ^f1***^  vai^eties/entities,  kalaam,  lura. 
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‘Zayd’  can  equally  appear  in  nominative  or  accusative  form  here.  Were 
Sibawaih  a simple  descriptivist  he  would  presumably  have  been  content  to 
note  that  a topic  can  appear  in  nominative  or  accusative  form,  in  free 
variation.  Such  a statement  appears  to  account  for  most  of  the  topicalization 
stmetures  which  Sibawaih  discusses  in  this  and  the  following  chapters.  Such 
an  approach  is  quite  foreign  to  his  methodology,  however.  For  Sibawaih,  no 
variation  is  simply  ‘free’  because  every  variant  which  he  catalogs  implies  its 
own  conceptual  interpretation.  In  the  present  example,  both  nominative  and 
accusative  cases  are  justified  by  a series  of  analogies  with  other,  simpler 
stmetures  and  paraphrases  with  examples  which  allow  a regularization  of 
apparently  anomalous  structural  elements. 

At  the  beginning  of  ch.  31  (1: 31. 17  ff)  Sibawaih  explains  the  following  pairs 
of  examples  (where  (7a)  corresponds  to  (6a),  (7b)  to  (6b)). 

(7a)  zayd-un  darab-tu-hu 
Zayd-NOM  hit-I-him 
‘As  for  Zayd,  I hit  him’. 

(7b)  zayd-an  darab-tu-hu 
Zayd-ACC 
‘Zayd,  I hit  him’ 

Example  (7a)  contains  a nominative  noun  in  the  function  of  topic 
( mubtada? ),  with  the  verb  structurally  set  against  the  topic  as  its  comment 
( mabniyy  <ialaa  1-mubtadaP,  see  Levin  1985).  Here  the  nominative  in  Zayd  is 
explained  by  the  general  property  that  topics  are  nominatively  mar  e . 
In  (7b)  the  problem  is  to  explain  the  accusative  in  Zayd,  which  Sibawaih 
does  by  assuming  an  implicit  verb  (Pidmaar  al-fiSl  1: 32- 1)  of  the  same  v ueas 
the  main  verb  which  governs  the  accusative  in  Zayd  (=  ( darabtu ) zaydan 
darabtuhu). 

Sibawaih  then  proceeds  to  more  complex  examples  where  the  co-re 
pronoun  is  detached  from  the  verb,  first  where  the  direct  object  is  mar  e y 
a preposition  ( zayd-un/an  marartu  bihi  As  for  Zayd,  I passed  him  , t e 
to  the  set  in  (6).  Example  (6a)  is  explained  analogously  to  (7a),  as  a topic 
(nominative)  + comment  structure.  That  in  (6b)  is  more  probematic  e 
cause  in  contrast  to  (7b)  there  does  not  appear  to  be  a direct  semantic 
between  the  topicalized  noun  and  the  main  verb.  There  is  no  obvious  sen 
which  the  action  of  ‘hitting’  can  be  directly  related  to  the  topic,  Zay  . o 


'*  The  term  ‘comment’  is  a more  appropriate  translation  of  the  *^,r  ” use  the 

translates  Sibawaih’s  term  as  ‘the  part  which  makes  the  sentence  complete.  Fo  ty 
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exp  am  t ese  structures  Sibawaih  invokes  a new  principle,  namely  that  ‘if  the 
ction  as  on  the  object  containing  a co-referential  pronoun  it  is  as  if  the 
ion  s on  e object  itself  (I:  32.  17).  This  semantic  equivalence  carries 
o a morp  o syntactic  one,  where  the  topicalized  noun  assumes  the  same 
case  orm  as  t e item  it  is  linked  with.  In  (6b),  for  instance,  the  co-referential 
, , Ur*.  J?  ln  s ^axaa~ to  zaydan.  Since  Paxaa-  is  accusative,  so  too  can 
^ , ls  Pr^nciple  *s  invoked  a number  of  times  to  explain  ever  more 
omplex  structures  in  the  succeeding  pages  (particularly  I:  42). 

I will  3S  J^ese  bom  Sibawaih  can  be  repeated  many  times  over, 

imnnrta  A a<~  ■ A Cm  Presendy>  noting  only  for  the  moment  that  what  is 
erated  int  lAr*8 * ^ examP^e  c*te<^  by  Sibawaih  always  has  to  be  inte- 

because  f°  *S  ln^ui^c  linking.  Sibawaih  cites  (6a)  with  minimal  comment 
confront^K  ^ StmCtUre  is  Clear-  When  he  moves  to  (6b)  he  is 

new  exDlana^  3 ne:r,CtUraI  St3te  °^a^airs  which  requires  new  principles, 
he  finds  clea  T"5  A bappens’  however,  when  he  meets  structures  which 
as  Carter  iwIA™118  ^ ^ tbls  happens  relatively  infrequently.16  It  is  true, 
which  allow  h'  P°mtS  tbat  Sibawaih  does  have  an  evaluative  vocabulary 
Wien  ? tHe  aCCeptabilit?  of  one  structure  against  another. 

"jectiTb^i^?^  * iS  USUaUy  t0  recommend  a over  b,  without 

nominative  (7a)  is  ‘better’ f°r  inStance’  he  SayS  that  the 
on  the  basis  of  3 '22  ‘ ( ear  Y’  however,  he  makes  this  judgment 

1 ~ ' ' ta  ““ 
limits  to  the  acceptable  f°f  present  Purposes  to  know  if  Sibawaih  sets 
trated  in  his  discussir,  c 06  positlve  answer  to  this  question  can  be  illus- 
sect.  3.2.3.  Sibawaih  tin  ° P3  forms>  which  will  be  referred  to  further  in 
nouns  (particularly  witi?09'  C 49^  n°teS  11131  d maY  happen  in  -CC#  final 
position  the  genitive  or  nomiAt ^ final  C aPParently)  that  in  Pausal 
a process  of  what  may  be  term*  T ***  markers  are  not  deleted  but  rather  by 
Thus  ‘some  Arabs’  inst  A r CaSe  epenthesis’  form  a final  CVC  syllable. 
NOM’,  bakir#  ‘Bakr-GEN’  °HSay*n®  bakr(u)  or  bakr(i)  have  bakur#  ‘Bakr- 
so  long  as  the  resulting  <*„  C 3dds’  bowever>  that  this  is  possible  only 
8 StmCtUre  meets  acceptable  word  structure  constraints. 

Sibawaih  may  not  be 

(somewhat  strained)  examples  where  a °*  exP*anation  himself,  for  he  adds  two  further 
, rett  S*r"antlc  elation  to  the  action  renre^  *!  grammaticaUy  affected  by  a verb,  without  bearing  a 
honored  his  brother’  (I:  32. 1?)  Xre  S m.  * ThUS  °“e  migh‘  *■*  *t  honored  him  as  you 

is  a!i  °1S  b°nored,  whereas  in  the  second  t *S  eC*Ua^  ’n  h°fh  actions,  though  in  the  first  it  is 
Admmedly  ‘infrequently’  " n imnr  “ “ not  Wra’  b«  his  brother. 

a h°WeVer’  taki"8  * the  eZlTr15'^  e?1Uati0n-  Itca"  - Principle  be  fairly  striedy 
examples  discussed.  The  percentage  would  ^ ^ disaUowed  by  Sibawaih  divided  by  all  his 
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?idl-  ‘equal’,  may  undergo  genitive  case  epenthesis,  Sidil#,  but  in  the  nomina- 
tive this  is  impossible,  *¥ idul,  because  ‘they  [bedouins]  have  no  words  of 
structure  fiSul’  (II:  309.  20).  Here  the  non-occurrence  of  particular  forms  is 
apparently  confirmed  not  in  terms  of  what  Sibawaih  observed  or  tested,  but 
rather  in  terms  of  the  violation  of  his  own  general  rule. 

What  should  by  now  be  clear  is  that  there  is  no  pure  data  to  be  found  in 
Sibawaih.  Everything  he  observes  and  writes  about  is  filtered  through  his  own 
grammatical  thinking.  One  salutary  effect  of  this  is  that  it  was  this  very 
systematization  of  linguistic  facts  which  helped  him  to  produce  a work  of 
extraordinary  detail.  In  examples  (6)— (7)  discussed  above,  Sibawaih  starts 
with  basic  N-V-Obj  structures,  moves  to  N-V-prep-Obj  structures,  and  finally 
to  N-V-Obj-possessor  pro  structures,  with  each  step  tackling  a slightly  more 
complex  case.  His  description  is  partly  carried  along  and  expanded  by  the  very 
logic  of  his  grammatical  thinking. 

This  is  not  to  say,  however,  that  Sibawaih  had  no  regard  for  the  linguistic 
facts  provided  to  him  from  his  various  sources.  I think  examples  such  as  (6) 
and  (7)  can  be  understood  in  the  following  way.  Sibawaih  was  presented  with 
raw  data,  and  this  was  that  the  topic  noun  varies  freely  between  nominative 
and  accusative  case.  He  accepted  both  forms,  but  on  terms  of  his  own 
theoretical  making.  It  was  Sibawaih’s  achievement  to  integrate  these  facts 
into  a more  or  less  coherent  whole  (the  definitive  interpretation  of  Sibawaih 
remains  to  be  written),  in  this  case  through  such  concepts  as  ‘topic,  mabniyy 
'ialaa  al-mubtadaP,  co-referentiality,  and  so  on. 

At  the  same  time  one  has  to  assume  that  there  are  many  elements  of  Arabic 
which  were  outside  the  scope  of  Sibawaih’s  cognizance.  Some  of  these,  of 
course,  are  due  to  the  mundane  fact  that  Sibawaih  was  mortal,  the  amount  of 
observations  he  could  make  finite.  Other  elements,  however,  would  have 
escaped  Sibawaih’s  notice  because  they  could  not  be  fitted  into  his  linguistic 
thinking  (Baalbaki  1990:  22).  This  is  a necessary  corollary  of  the  system- 
drivenness  of  his  methodology.  As  seen  above,  Sibawaih  on  principle  rules 
out  forms  such  as  * Sidul.  It  is  therefore  possible  if  such  forms  did  exist  that 
they  would  have  been  observed  by  him.  Caseless  forms  of  Arabic  could 
similarly  have  been  outside  his  purview. 

3-3-2.2.  Stable  cases,  free  variation  While  it  is  improper  to  speak  of  free 
variation  of  case  within  a Sibawaihian  analytic  framework,  the  fact  remains 
that  this  effectively  is  what  he  documents  in  many  instances.  Looking  beyon 
the  topic  construction,  there  are  many  examples  of  what  amount  to  free 
variation  in  case  form  discussed  in  the  Kitaab.  In  fact,  the  discussion  above 
around  (6 )— (7)  is  typical  of  Sibawaih’s  exposition,  intimately  conceme  to 
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define  the  proper  case  forms.  Full  proof  of  this  is  a task  beyond  the  confines  of 
the  present  exposition.  What  can  be  offered  here  is  a brief  overview  of  the  type 
o case  variation  Sibawaih  dealt  with,  based  on  a review  of  the  first  too  pages 
r n 6 just  under  a quarter  of  book  I.  In  these  too  pages,  roughly  the 

o owing  topics  are  dealt  with  (initial  pages  of  topics  are  given):  general 
concepts  (i),  transitivity  (10),  negative  in  laysa  and  maa  (18),  left  noun 
isocation  (tamaziiS,  28),  extraposition  (31-64)  arranged  according  to  type 
o pre  icate  and  predicational  type,  extraposition  in  inalienable-like 
nstructions  (64),  governance  of  participles,  verbal  nouns,  and  adjectives 
1 70  function  ( ittisaaS  and  iftiyaal,  p.  90;  Owens  1990:  251  ffi). 

c-i  e.,,°  ow*n8  * excerpt  a representative  example,  summarizing 
Sibawaih  s comment  on  each  example. 

(8a)  maa  Sabdu  llaahi  Pax-aa-ka  ~ Pax-uu-ka 
‘Abdullahi  is  not  your  brother’.  (I:  21.20) 

^ nom’nat*ve,  accusative  = dialectal  usage,  maa  al-hijaazi 
(8b)  darab-tu  wa  daraba-niy  zayd-un  ~ zayd-an 

fnd  hit'me  Zayd-NOM  ~ ACC 
hit  (Zayd)  and  Zayd  hit  me’.  (I:  28.18) 

better. because  of  proximity  to  second  verb,  which  logically 
requires  a nommative  agent.  Accusative  also  allowable. 

(8c)  Pa  zayd-an  ~ zayd-un  Panta  daarib-u-hu 

? frf^d'a,  y°u  hit-NOM-him 

r ay  , are  you  gomg  to  ~ have  you  hit  him’?  (I:  45.30) 

nom^3hlateS  imperfect  meaning  of  active  participle, 

much  more  det  "°mm.al"Ilke  Perfective  meaning.  This  example  follows  the 
predicates,  as  in  (6),  (7).  C°mplicated  lnstances  of  extraposition  with  verbal 

(8<i)  T Uaahl  fa-4rib-hu 
AbdaUah-Acc.NOM 

Abdallah,  so  just  hit  him’.  (I:  58.12) 

tionals,  questionsHmoly1”06  modal  sentences  (imperatives,  condi- 

Nonetheless  contexts  ca  h^f  predicate  (wllich  governs  the  accusative), 
‘ess,  contexts  can  be  found  (as  here)  allowing  nominative  as  well. 

h,"*  »***,-♦*«*, 

Abdullah  back-NOM  ~ ACC-his 

Abdullahi  was  hit  on  his  back’.  (I;  68.9) 
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Nominative,  as  badal  or  tawkiyd,  accusative  as  nominal  complement  brought 
into  direct  governance  of  the  verb,  with  implied  preposition  (Salaa  dahrihi) 
like  daxaltu  l-bayt-a  ~ fiy  l-bayt-i. 

(8f)  Sajib-tu  min  darbi  zayd-in  wa  famr-in/an  (1: 81.1) 

surprised-I  from  hitting  Zayd-GEN  and  Amr-GEN  ~ ACC 
‘I  was  surprised  by  the  beating  of  Zayd  and  Amr’.  (I:  81.1) 

Genitive  in  Amr  by  agreement  with  Zayd,  accusative  by  virtue  of  an  under- 
stood verb  ( daraba ) 'i amr  an. 

(8g)  duriba  bihi  darb-un  da'iiyf-un  ~ darb-an  daSiyf-an 

hit  by  it  hitting-NOM  weak-NOM  ~ hitting-ACC 
A weak  blow  was  hit  with  it  ~ It  was  hit  a weak  blow  with.  (I:  97.2) 

In  passives  without  an  expressed  underlying  direct  object,  the  choice  is  free  as 
to  which  of  a range  of  further  complements  can  be  promoted  to  agent.  In  this 
case,  either  the  verbal  noun  is  promoted  (NOM),  or  no  complement  is 
promoted  (ACC). 

As  the  brief  expositions  make  clear,  there  is  no  single  explanation  for  the 
observed  variation.  It  may  be  due  to  dialect  variation  (8a),  though  more 
frequently  ( (8b),  (8d)-(8g))  it  is  embedded  within  the  logic  of  Sibawaih’s  own 
grammatical  formulations.  In  some  instances  Sibawaih  ranks  the  alternatives 
by  some  measure  of  relative  appropriateness,  while  in  others  both  variants  are 
of  equal  value.  In  one  case  it  may  be  objected  that  the  example  is  not  of  free 
variation  at  all,  since  in  (8c)  the  use  of  accusative  or  nominative  in  zayd 
presumably  correlates  with  a difference  in  meaning.  While  the  point  of  this 
section  does  not  stand  or  fall  on  such  examples,  it  is  relevant  here  to  draw  a 
distinction  between  what  Sibawaih  said,  and  what  one  may  read  between  the 
lines  of  his  pronouncements.  In  particular,  given  his  predilection  (and  task)  o 
systematizing  the  language,  one  may  at  certain  points  (though  certainly  not  in 
general)  question  whether  what  is  systematized  is  really  a part  of  foe  Arabic  as 
spoken  in  foe  eighth  century,  as  opposed  to  foe  language  as  ide  y 

Sibawaih  and  other  grammarians,  who  probably  were  more  ready  an 
Population  at  large  to  concretize  subtle  distinctions  among  competing  van- 
ants  whose  origin  was  not  necessarily  of  a purely  linguistic  (as  °Pp°se 
stylistic,  sociolinguistic  or  dialectal)  nature.  In  any  case,  taken  as  a w o , 
variation’  is  an  adequate  characterization  of  foe  product  of  Sibawai  s 0 
vations  in  (6)-(8).  This  does  not  mean,  of  course,  that  foe  variation  would  be 
conceived  of  in  such  terms  by  Sibawaih  himself.  To  foe  contrary,  as 
explanatory  notes  are  intended  to  make  clear,  each  variant  or  i a 
associated  with  its  own  structural  logic. 
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It  does  not  appear  that  the  variation  in  the  case  system  points  to  an 
impending  breakdown.  Sibawaih  is  too  specific  about  which  forms  are 
uniquely  correct  in  many  contexts,  and  too  specific  about  the  implications 
ot  choosing  one  variant  or  another  to  lend  such  speculation  any  weight. 

en  as  a whole,  however,  the  variation  does  point  to  a system  with  an 
inner  ynamic  and  flexibility,  a variation  which  grew  out  of  variegated  his- 

orica  eve  opments.  It  could  even  have  evolved  out  of  a non-case  system 
(see  sect.  3-3.2.3).  1 

t can  be  noted  here,  before  moving  on  to  the  next  point,  that  there  is  a 

1 m^ur  ter)dency  in  the  variation,  namely  that  most  case  variation 
involves  the  accusative  as  one  of  the  two  alternatives.  Expanding  on  this 
observation,  it  is  fair  to  say  that  the  accusative  is  the  unmarked  term  rela- 
' e<^ency  0 functional  occurrence.  The  only  positions  which  are 
nequivocafly  not  accusative  are  objects  of  prepositions  and  possessors 

: ye  c k ^0mrnents’  t0P*cs  when  the  comment  is  not  a verb,  and  agents 

tamvivr  ft  / Senten^es  (—nominative).  Otherwise  (the  various  objects, 

tence  comet  ' 1°  ^CtS  3^er  tbe  ^nna  class  of  complementizers)  sen- 

case  form  / UCn  S 1 e accusative>  or  vary  freely  in  accusative  with  another 
case  form  (as  in  examples  above). 

(of  anv  tvnp/  <mii  COnt*xtf°rms  Probably  the  greatest  degree  of  variation 
pausal  forms  a^S°Clate  ^lth  a Sln8le  functional  position  is  that  relating  to 
II:  302-30  to  it  ' ^r1-  ,eVOtes  most  of  the  twenty-eight  pages  between 
other  parts  of  hi  escnptlon>  as  wel1  as  various  references  to  it  in 

simply  a nominal*  7°r  * 1S  Clear  that  for  Sibawaih  pausal  context  is  not 

position  eneendp  * ^ ^ indefinite  and  case  suffixes,  but  rather  a 

summary  is  found^Ch  ^ >”i°US  “T"  A ^ 

l mtd^" TidSe9;  d"Kh  T*  13;  B‘“  3°3)  to 

Naively  perhaps  it  mav  ^ fr°m  the  Classiad  Arabic  pausal  forms, 

correlation  mav'b  d’  7 ^ eXamined  bere  whether  in  fact  a one-to-one 

and  potential  reflexes^n^e  mod^ri  M chararterization  of  Pausal  forms 
further  one  which  will  he  • ? dialects-  This  question  adumbrates  a 

and  in  Ch  ^ ^ detail  below  in  3^ 

’ amdy  Whether  reflexes  ^ old  case  endings  can  be  found  in  the 

fact  that  he  includes  topics  among  the  ‘pausaT  rT  defi"e  what  he  means  by  pause  and  context.  The 
P enomenon,  e.g.  the  Assad  and  Tamimi  reali™^  er*  W(uch  are  not  obviously  descriptions  of  pausal 
0.7-4),  means  tha,  a Coser  look  a,  thesTco^ts  si 1 ^ ^ (ch.  504,  see  sect. 

concepts  in  Sibawaih  is  appropriate. 
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modern  dialects.  In  both  instances  the  perspective  is  the  same,  namely  to 
enquire  into  which  ways  the  modern  dialects  can  be  shown  to  continue  or 
develop  from  the  language  as  described  in  the  Old  Arabic  sources. 

Concentrating  here  on  those  chapters  which  explicate  pausal  ( waqf) 
forms,18  it  emerges  that  much  of  what  Sibawaih  describes  for  pausal  phe- 
nomena is  not  immediately  relatable  to  the  modern  dialects.  The  following 
typology,  without  answering  definitively  the  question  of  the  extent  to  which 
there  is  a direct  link  between  pausal  forms  in  Sibawaih  and  the  modern 
dialects,  at  least  defines  where  the  problems  lie.  The  typology  consists  of 
two  main  parameters.  One  relates  to  Sibawaih’s  description  of  a particular 
phenomenon  as  being  a property  of  context  or  pausal  position  (or  both),  the 
other  to  the  extent  of  distribution  of  the  phenomenon,  both  in  Sibawaih  and 
in  the  modern  dialects.  I will  illustrate  these  points  here  by  means  of  an 
informal  scale,  at  whose  initial  point  no  obvious  connection  between  the 
dialects  the  Sibawaih’s  description  exists  and  at  whose  end  point  a fairly 
plausible  relation  may  be  postulated. 

On  the  one  extreme  there  are  many  parts  of  Sibawaih’s  description  which 
have  no  relevance  to  the  current  question  because  they  have  no  obvious 
reflexes  in  the  modern  dialects.  Perhaps  the  most  obvious  example  of  this 
sort  is  the  fate  of  the  case  vowels  themselves.  In  pausal  position  they  don  t 
simply  disappear.  Rather,  the  pausal  position  they  occur  at  may  take  on  four 
different  values  (ch.  494),  as  described  briefly  in  Ch.  1.  The  important  point  is 
that  since  the  case  vowels  do  not  occur  in  the  modern  dialects  it  is  impossible 
to  draw  connections  between  Sibawaih’s  description  and  their  reflexes  in  the 
modern  dialects. 

Moving  up  the  scale,  a second  type  pertains  to  word-final  -aa,  apparently 
when  written  with  the  alif  maqsuwra.  Sibawaih  notes  (II:  3M-  8)  that  although 
most  Arabs  pronounce  it  in  pause  as  -aa,  the  Qays  change  it  to  y,  as  in  hublaa 

hublay  ‘pregnant’  (see  sect.  7.1).  Among  modem  dialects,  Blanc  (1964-  5°) 
notes  that  a final  feminine  -a  irregularly  undergoes  Pimaala  in  Jewish 
Baghdadi  Arabic,  heblee  ‘pregnant’  being  among  the  lexical  items  where  this 
happens.  The  -aa  -►  -ayl-ee  change  is  frequent  neither  for  Sibawaih  nor  in  the 
modem  dialects.  While  there  may  be  a connection  between  the  Qays  pausal 
form  and  the  Baghdadi  example,  definitive  proof  is  highly  unlikely. 

A third  instance  is  where  Sibawaih  notes  that  some  Arabs  employ  case 
epenthesis  in  pausal  position,  e.g.  bakru#  > bakur#  Bakr.  This  case  is  more 


18  There  are  fourteen  chapters  in  the  page  range  cited  above  (ch.  ,5  , etaj|ed 

exclusively  or  extensively  with  pausal  forms.  There  is  probably  nowhere  to  oun 
description  of  pausal  phenomena  in  Classical  Arabic  than  in  Sibawaih. 
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interesting  than  the  previous  one  in  two  directions.  On  the  one  hand  for  the 
Classical  language,  Sibawaih  does  not  appear  to  place  such  severe  restrictions 
on  the  Arabs  who  use  the  form.  On  the  other  for  the  modern  dialects,  as 
will  be  seen  in  sect.  3.4.2  below  (18),  under  certain  interpretations  it  can  be 
related  to  fairly  widespread  contemporary  phenomena.  Very  briefly,  many 
modern  dialects  have  a rule  inserting  an  epenthetic  vowel  before  a sonorant 
(e.g.  -r,  -/)  consonant  (see  Ch.  6).  Interestingly,  all  Sibawaih’s  examples, 
a mittedly  only  seven  in  all,  have  a sonorant,  -r,  or  -m  as  the  final 
consonant.  Uncharacteristically,  if  sonority  is  indeed  a conditioning  factor, 
1 awaih  does  not  state  a phonological  environment  respective  of  the  final 
consonant,  though  he  does  explicitly  note  (II:  310. 5)  that  the  process  does  not 
occur  when  a semi-vowel  occurs  as  C2  (e.g.  zayd,  Sawn).  Even  if  the  sonority 
con  ition  plays  a role  in  Sibawaih,  a difference  exists  with  the  modem 

' 1 e<^S>  ,Vhere>  aS  w^  be  seen,  the  rule  applies  anywhere  in  a word,  not 
on  y n y as  in  Sibawaih.  Certainly  the  present  example  potentially  repre- 
ss a more  general  correspondence  between  the  modem  dialects  and  Siba- 
s treatment  of  pausal  phenomena  than  the  case  discussed  in  the  previous 
P a8raP  • The  correspondence  is  not  complete,  however,  so  there  will  always 
oe  a risk  in  drawing  definitive  conclusions. 

n a fourth  set  of  cases  correspondences  can  be  drawn  between  modem 
c'.  ects  an  a variety  of  pausal  alternatives,  or  even  with  context  forms. 

awa  , or  example  (ch.  500)  says  that  the  pausal  form  of  nominative 
<1  01 1VC,  ,n9°™nals  tbe  f°rm  faaSiy  may  be  raami#,  raamiy #,  or  raam# 

-1  • ,C  modern  dialects  have  raami  here,  or  perhaps  raamiy,  the 

fsee  n lT^  C *h°rt  "*  °r  long  ~iy  bein8  one  of  phonological  theory 
forme  al  u Ut  n0t  ,C  Pausa^  raam-  On  the  other  hand,  the  definite  context 
modern  A 1 ° raam^\ so  tbey  could  also  have  been  a ‘source’  for  the 
waih’  1 k orms-  In  this  case  correspondences  between  some  of  Siba- 
stiu  too  ° 0glCd  al2ematives  and  modem  dialects  are  close  to  perfect,  but 
instances  ca  !i°  °n  3 definite  correspondence.  In  this  category, 

cle^st  LTt  tk  'I  U “ Sibawaih,s  context  form  which  provides  the 
(„  “ ^ t°,the  modem  dialects-  Such  a case  is  found  among  the  Tamim 

haadiv  in  cnnT  Jt  7 ? "*  demonstrative  have  haadih  in  pause,20  but 

I SXl  m°de,m  dialeCtS  ‘this.  F is  very  common, 

however  namel  tk  CXamT  es  are  representative  of  a general  predicament, 
y at  m only  rare  cases  can  an  unequivocal  connection  be 


* that  the  1251  « rare. 

context  form.  3“' ,5)  SibaW3lh  reports  from  a reliable  source  that  some  Arabs  have  haadih  as  a 


Case  and  Proto-Arabic  99 


drawn  between  Sibawaih’s  description  of  pausal  forms  generally,  i.e.  not  only 
those  relating  to  the  treatment  of  the  final  case  vowel,  and  comparable  forms 
in  modem  dialects.  Even  when  such  connections  exist,  it  is  rarely  so  that 
they  would  explain  anything  but  a part  of  modem  dialectal  forms.  Similarly, 
one  would  like  to  know  why  often  only  certain  Arabs  ( some  of  them,  the 
Qays,  Tamim,  etc.)  have  forms  analogous  to  the  modern  dialectal  ones.  Until 
these  problems  have  been  given  more  serious  attention,  I think  it  overly 
selective  to  argue  that  the  modern  dialects  arose  from  pausal  forms,  when 
the  main  piece  of  evidence  supporting  this  position  in  Sibawaih  would  appear 
to  be  that  only  one  of  four  alternative  ways  of  pronouncing  case  vowels  in 
pausal  position  is  by  deleting  the  vowel  altogether. 

Besides  interpretive  problems  of  the  above  kind,  there  is  a more  unequivo 
cal  argument  against  assuming  that  Classical  Arabic  pausal  forms  were  the 
forerunners  of  the  dialectal  caseless  forms.  According  to  Sibawaih,  pausal 
forms  should  occur  only  before  pause.  He  mentions  at  various  points  in  his 
discussion  that  the  peculiarities  which  he  describes  for  them  do  not  apply  to 
forms  in  connected  speech  (wasl,  e.g.  II:  302-  3°6-  5>  313- 18).  Dealing  as  we 

are  with  written  texts  there  is  no  way  to  measure  where  precisely  pauses  were 
placed  in  the  Classical  language,  at  least  not  in  non-poetic  style,  w ic 
certainly  must  be  assumed  to  be  the  purported  model  of  the  modem  dia  ect 
ancestor.  To  get  an  idea  about  how  frequent  pauses  actually  are  in  spo  en 
language  I used  a corpus  of  texts  which  I collected  from  the  spoken  Ara  ic  o 
NE  Nigeria.  The  texts  are  transcribed  with  a basic  phonetic  alphabet,  an 
pauses  are  explicitly  marked,  wherever  they  occur.  Since  this  materia  is 
computerized  it  is  an  easy  matter  to  get  a basic  statistic  about  mv  many 
pauses  there  are  in  each  text.  Table  1 gives  basic  information  frorn^  ve  te 
about  the  number  of  pauses  relative  to  the  total  number  of  words. 


21  All  five  texts  are  informal  conversations  recorded  between  Nigenan  Arabs. 
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The  ratio  of  5 : 1 means  that  on  average,  only  one  word  in  five  occurs  before 
a pause.  Four  words  in  five  do  not.  Assuming  this  ratio  to  be  generally 
representative  of  spoken  Arabic,  it  is  clear  that  most  words  do  not  occur  in 
pausai  contexts,  and  by  extrapolation  that  in  Classical  Arabic  the  non-pausal 
forms  in  normal  speech  would  have  considerably  outnumbered  the  pausai.  To 
g t at  t e modem  dialects  grew  out  of  the  pausai  forms  of  the  Classical 
anguage  is  to  say  that  forms  which  are  a relatively  small  minority  became  the 
nmh|ar  ^ ** C rthCr  develoPment  °f  the  language.  This  I think  is  a priori 
lativp  Th' K f?fU'ar  rednernent  on  the  pausai  origin  hypothesis  is  specu- 
inflnen  “ ^7  * (e'8-  Corriente  *976:  84;  Blau  1988:  9)  that  under  the 

D , f ° ,°rei®n  an8ua8e  learners,  even  in  the  Classical  language  the 

is  unverifiM-d  t0  ^ USed  f°r  tbe  non"Pausal-  Strictly  speaking  the  idea 
no  mode  b C:  ?baWa‘h  giTCS  n°  int™ation  of  such  a process,  and  there  are 
reconstruct  iT  Arabk  at  least>  hY  which  to  be  guided.  Trying  to 

JudeW  hv  T PreST  Pr°CeSS’  kck  of  motivation  is  a stumbling  block. 
1.6.6)  it  an  6 CTPkX  m0rph°logy  of  modern  Arabic  dialects  (see  sect, 
phonoloev  non_Arabs  learned  complex  Arabic  morphology  and 

problem  Whv  ‘7°  their  native  lan8uage  apparently  with  little 

what  was  reallvd*311  ave  bad  such  a problem  with  the  cases?  Moreover, 

cases.  Even  in  th  7^  Sb°rt  bnal  vowels>  among  which  were  found  the 
Arabs  to  learn  7"  *7  S'tUatK>n  tilat  the  cases  were  too  difficult  for  non- 

be  invo“ ,o  explain 

since itbTrougUyJ^l^t“’  feVelOP‘n8  aVoids.,heSe  men,al  8>™nas,'cs' 

dialects  descend  fr  • 3 5 °F  more  rehried  discussion)  claimed  that  the 

Before  mtl  J Tt  * ^ nCVer  did  b-e  case  ending, 

known  characterizatffir  ™dern  dialects> 1 w°uld  like  to  mention  one  well- 
pausal  forms.  This  is  the°  ' 3Waib’ whlch  he  treated,  inter  alia,  among  the 
vowel  a,  in  particular  th  °PP°sltlon  between  the  high  vowels  i,  u vs.  the  low 
was  documented  at  6 16  atlVe  stabUity  of  the  latter  against  the  former.  This 

,hc  hish  vowe,s  are 

i Z ^■urp«am.(n:3I,,7,320.«). 

jamal-un  ( *jamlun ) Similc.i  ° • , 1 *ra  11  was  squeezed’  (II:  277.  22),  vs. 

high  vowel  case  markers,  -u  indefinite’  whereas  the 

low  vowel  -an  (ACC)  1 , and  1 (GEN)  are  deleted  in  pause,  the 

whe„  »„e  mighrKareh'for^ - “ PrKis^  this  hdt  °f 

(proceeding  on  the  a«nm  lc  ongins  of  the  Arabic  case  system 

innovative).  This  Dausal  .i)  10"  ' Caae  In  Semitic,  where  it  exists,  is 
pausai  alteration  may  repmsen,  „„  older  state  of  affairs 
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where  an  -a(a)  suffix  (as  seen  above,  representing  the  unmarked  case  in 
Arabic)  was  opposed  to  a bare  nominal  stem  (0).  The  nominative  and  genitive 
vowels  may  then  have  developed  out  of  epenthetic  vowels  which  were  inserted 
in  particular  contexts.22  One  can  cite  for  analogous  morpho-syntactic  dualities 
in  related  languages,  the  GaSaz  opposition  -a-0  (genitive-0),  or  even  the 
Berber  construct-independent  (unmarked,  u-0 ) state  contrasts. 

Having  developed  the  thesis  that  a caseless  variety  of  Arabic  is  as  old  or 
older  than  one  possessing  case,  on  the  basis  of  the  comparative  and  philo- 
logical record,  it  will  be  the  main  task  of  the  second  part  of  the  chapter  to 
bring  evidence  to  bear  on  the  question  from  the  modern  dialects.  This  will 
lead  to  the  development  of  a general  model  defining  the  genesis  of  case  in 
Arabic. 


3.4*  The  Modem  Dialects 

In  the  previous  three  sections  the  status  of  case  in  proto-Arabic  was  examined 
in  the  light  of  comparative  Afroasiatic,  comparative  Semitic,  and  the  treat- 
ment of  case  among  the  earliest  Arabic  grammarians.  The  thesis  was  devel 
oped  that  a caseless  variety  of  Arabic  is  prior  to  a case-based  one. 

Having  considered  the  issue  from  the  perspective  of  the  past,  it  is  now  time 
to  look  to  the  present,  to  the  modern  dialects,  to  see  what  light  they  shed  on 
the  thesis.  In  particular,  to  claim  that  the  modem  dialects  descend  from  a 
caseless  ancestor  implies  that  the  relevant  forms  are  so  distributed  that  they 


11  This  suggestion  is  speculative,  and  it  should  be  emphasized  is  not  crucial  to  the 
overall  plausibility  may  be  heightened  by  the  following  (again  speculative)  const  era  tons. 

Tosco  (p.c.)  points  out  that  it  is  relatively  unlikely  for  non-morphemic  material  to  *"““**?“ 
with  a morphemic  value,  as  the  present  suggestion  entails.  To  reply  to  t is,  it  can  e poin 
the  3MSG  object  suffix  variant  -u  found  in  many  modem  dialects  is  reconstructed  later  (sect _ -7-  ) 
being  precisely  a former  epenthetic  vowel.  Furthermore,  there  are  situations  where  1 is  “T 
for  non-morphemic  material  in  one  language  to  acquire  morphemic  v ue  in  ano  e * 
language  contact.  A standard  example  is  Arabic  kitaab , where  non-morp  emic  i 
Swahili  loanword  ki-tabu  identified  with  the  Swahili  ki-  noun  class  marker,  hence  p . - • 

process  is  quite  regular  and  is  not  restricted  to  this  one  class  of  nouns  (see  e.g.  r'™"*  introducing 
cannot  be  ruled  out  (though  proof  is  equally  elusive)  that  a similar  process  1 no  ’ contact 
case  into  Arabic.  The  oldest  mention  of  the  ‘Arabs’  is  from  an  Akkadian  text  o 53  ■ therefore 

between  speakers  of  Akkadian  and  speakers  of  proto-Arabic  very  'ey  occurre  . Akkadian 

also  be  that  Akkadian  speakers  with  a functional  case  system  shifting  into  Arabic  ( have 

bilinguals)  reinterpreted  the  original  Arabic  epenthetic  vowels  as  case  vow^s,  sect  3 5 on 

been  helped  if  Arabic  already  had  a suffix  -a  (perhaps  adverbial,  as  in  Heb  aistritmtion  o/case 
coexistence  of  case  and  easel  el  varieties,  and  sect.  4-,  («)  for  parallels  between  ffie 
suffixes  and  epenthetic  vowels.)  Tropper  (t999)  suggests  that  in 

absolute  case  -a,  which  fell  together  with  the  accusative  -a  in  we  absolute  marker  vs.  0, 

another  direction,  one  might  interpret  the  -a-0  contrast  as  origin  ^ absolutive  caSc 

with  the  nominative/genitive  contrast  developing  out  of  0,  an 
developing  into  the  accusative. 
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could  not  have  descended  from  the  Classical  Arabic  as  described  by  Sibawaih. 

attempt  to  motivate  this  claim  from  two  perspectives.  In  sect.  3.4.1, 1 
summarize  the  distribution  of  elements  which  possibly  point  to  traces  of  case, 
and  in  sect.  3.4.2,  address  aspects  of  the  question  of  syllabic  reorganization 
which  is  implied  by  the  loss  of  the  final  short  vowels. 

3-4-1-  Case  traces? 

( 981.  167)  identifies  certain  dialectal  elements  which  he  suggests  are 
races  of  a now  defunct  case  system.  It  is  appropriate  to  look  at  each  in  detail 

case'ma  ? nT™  * ^ **“*  * is  ne“ssary  to  derive  them  from  old 
while  a • aU  cons'ders  three  candidates.  I summarize  two  cases  here, 

detailed  treatmemTnCh.  ^ P°int’  *****  1116  SUbjeCt  °f 

dialects  ^ ^ f Su®x  ~an  aPPearing  on  a small  set  of  forms  in  many 

(despite  hit  in  SOme  dialects)  in  rasb-an  <iann-u  ‘he  must 

to  the  adverh't  **  <almost’.  This  appears  to  go  back 

^tricted  tha  USf8e  accusative;  ^wever,  these  cases  are  so  lexically 
may  be  hor  ""h  T 1630  l”8  conclusions  can  be  drawn  from  them.  Some 
somethin,  ^ **  la«  and  if  they  are  relics  of 

are  survivals  of,  'hC  “a'”Pl“  'ha' 

various  a8‘""  “ or -<«•  "diich  appears  in 

sumed  orrm-Hr.,,  • . dialectally  more  widespread  than  often  as- 

2000),  throughout  the  Suda*  • ^ Corriente  19771  122;  Ferrando 

144;  Reichmuth  1983-  on  Shukriw^  d‘aleCtS  (=  *°"’  °wens  1993<l:  U1’  14°’ 
eastern  Saudi  Arabia)  Arabic  *?*““  Su<i*n)’ in  Naidi  (central  and 

Yemen  (=  -u  -un  r0u  * , Ingham  1994a:  47ft.),  Tihama  Arabic  in 

Ingham  1994k  47’;  Fischer  1961 «"  6x?V"Uzbekistan/Af8hanistan  Arabic  (=  'in 
similar  to  the  Classical  Arabi  ' ? zbeklstan  Arabic)-24  This  suffix  is  formally 
ing  to  case  as  -arc  -anT  n°minal  Suffix> which  varies  accord- 

below,  I term  it  the  ‘linker’"^ V^.accusatlve>  genitive.  For  reasons  given 
er  -n  m the  dialects  (see  n.  28). 
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combined  with  it  The  explanation  for ffiea™^  °f  Uzbcklstan  Arabic,  and  may  thus  be 

self-evident.  In  Sudanic  Arabic  the  -an  fo™  ° *°W  Vowel or  high  vowel  -W-u(n)  is  not 

^*fny  ormat'ves,  verbal  FPL  suffixes  -an  Dref  ^ ^n^ed  t0  th*  consistent  low-vowel  value  of 

Tihama  Arabic,  however,  paradigms  oftm  **'forma,‘ve  VOWels  of  verbs,  definite  article.  In  Najdi  and 
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The  formal  similarity  carries  over  in  an  interesting  fashion  to  nouns  ending 
in  long  vowels.  For  the  dialects,  I restrict  my  observations  here  to  Nigerian 
Arabic,  as  detailed  information  on  this  point  from  other  areas  is  lacking.  In 
Old  Arabic,  nouns  are  customarily  represented  as  ending  in  a long  vowel 
when  written  with  a final  -aa  or  -iy,  as  in  ‘iasaa  ‘stick,  hudaa  guidance,  and 
qaadiy  ‘judge’.  When  a pronominal  suffix  is  added  the  length  is  apparent  from 
the  orthography. 

(9)  Sasaa-ka  ‘your  stick’ 

qaadiy-hum  ‘their.M  judge’ 

When  the  indefinite  -n  is  added  the  final  vowel  is  said  to  be  shortened,  though 
a final  -aa  is  still  written  orthographically  long. 

(to)  'iasa-n  ‘a  stick’ 
qaadi-n  ‘a  judge’ 

There  are  thus  two  kinds  of  suffix,  those  which  preserve  the  length  of  the  final 
vowel,  or  subject  to  interpretation  (see  n.  27  below),  lengthen  a length- neutral 
final  vowel,  and  those  which  shorten  a long  vowel.  The  Old  Arabic  indefinite 
suffix  represents  the  latter  type. 

In  Nigerian  Arabic  the  basic  situation  is  identical,  though  for  Nigerian 
Arabic,  as  well  as  for  all  other  dialects  I would  represent  a final  vowel  as 
length-neutral.25  When  a pronominal  suffix  is  added  a final  vowel  is  length- 
ened. The  difference  in  length  is  confirmed  by  the  stress  placement,  a rst 
heavy  syllable  (-VCC  or  -WC)  from  the  end  of  the  word  is  stressed  in  this 
dialect,  and  when  a suffix  is  added  stress  shifts  to  the  lengthened  syllab  e. 

(11)  lu'sunne  ‘tongues’  vs.  lusun'nee-hin  ‘their.F  tongues 
ga'naagi  ‘drums’  vs.  ganaa'gii-hum  ‘their.M  drums 

The  linker  - n does  not  induce  vowel  lengthening,  and  so  it  does  not  draw  stress. 


(12)  bagar  amay-aat 26  lu'sunne-n  xufun 

cows  having.  FPL  tongues-n  rough.PL 

‘rough-tongued  cows’ 
raajil  abu  ga'naagi-n  katiir-aat 

man  having  drums-n  many.FPL 

‘a  man  with  many  drums’ 


25  In  Nigerian  Arabic,  acoustically  the  final  vowel  in  lu'sunne  ‘tongues’  strikes 1 “ ^“edfiie^owenl 
/e/of  better 'river,  lake’.  No  instrumental  studies  are  available.  When  a suffix  » added,  the  vow 
lengthened,  lusun'nee-ku  ‘your.PL  tongues’,  as  is  apparent  in  the  ««ssshm.  amanaat,  as  well  as 
“ There  are  many  variants  of  this  associative  marker,  including 
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Nieerian^Arah  ^ Pr0nundatlo»  of  Arabic  qaadiy/qaadi-n  and  the 

n nZLT  TTT°n  0f  ^aagii/ganaagi-n  is  noteworthy.  In  the 

the  TfaddeT'  K TWd  “ qaa^an^i  ™ relatively  tense.  When 
the  ^ is  added,  it  becomes  laxer,  [i],  [qaadm],  [ganaagin]. 

link^isTs  foil7  77 'u6 °ld Arabk indefinite suffix and Nigerian Arabic 
Arabic 'dialects  i°WS  ^ ^ ^ NiS™  Arabic  (and  all  other 

The  indefinit  JV  Pr°n0minal  suffixes  induce  vowel  length  on  a final  vowel. 

3 ^ ^ P—  of  the  final 

mo^studiel'it  isTf  S™Uarities  between  the  two  suffixes,  and  although  in 
dl^S^mrd!md  t0  35  an  indefinite  marker  or  by  the  terminology  of 

old  Mse^marke^tR]30311^  T?”’  “ USUaUT  assumed  to  derive  fro^an 

that  it  LTote  d T 1 199°:  435  °iem  1991)’  d°Se  ™pection  shows 

and  a related  but  in  detail 

the  entire  - Vn  senuence  ^ rdate  b°th  t0  form  and  Unction.  First, 

a unit.  Second  the  voweTh  ™0rpbeme’  aPPearing  and  disappearing  as 
This  is  not  a com^t  u “ ^ ^ °r  “ according  to  dialect, 
occurs  only  withffiTfi  C ““  ™rd’ * is  always  optional.  While  it 

-»  does  m Qatical  fraTtnKUnS’ * be  Said  to  mark  indefiniteness  (as 

most  dialects  by  the  lack  of  thedl6  lndefi“*eness  is  minimally  indicated  in 
appears  to  mark  an  ,2  artlcle’  Fourth>  * primary  fonction 

modifier.28  This  usage  is  attet  H 16  at!°nsblp  between  an  indefinite  noun  + 

I have  no  text  examples  for  the  ^ dialeCtS  cited  (though 

to  all,  as  the  following  examples  show.3  ^ ^ 18  **“  ^ °nC  C°mm°n 

(i3a)  Spanish  Arabic  (Corriente  i977:  m) 
mushm-iin-an  Htaaf 
Muslim-PL-n  bad 
‘bad  Muslims’ 


fomh  °funal  V°Wds  in  “dA^bk "0t  ^ With  systematically  is  the  status  of  the 

to  view  the  vowel-final  Old  Arabic 

issueof  Sh°rt  VS' long  woulcl  emerge  in  this  view  " 3 lexical  final  vowel  is  non-contrastive. 

“ >ffinaJ  length  is  bound  up  °"'y  ^ a suffix  is  added,  as  in  (9)  vs.  (to).  The 

Duron' 3 °n  iSSUes  of  theoretical  phon^W  , f Undcrlym8  vowe'  length  which  in  turn  implies 


Case  and  Proto-Arabic  105 


(13b)  Sudanic  Arabic,  Shukriyya  in  E.  Sudan  (Reichmuth  1983: 190) 
ba-jii-k  wakt-an  gariib 
I-come-you  time-n  near 
‘I’ll  come  to  you  soon’ 

(13c)  Najdi  Arabic  (Ingham  1994a:  49) 
kalmit-in  rimy-at 
word-n  thrown-F 
‘a  word  thrown  down’ 

(13d)  Afghanistan  Arabic  (Ingham  1994b:  115) 
hintit-in  hamra 
wheat-n  red 
‘red  grains  of  wheat’ 

While  the  distribution  of  this  suffix  is  not  precisely  the  same  in  all  dialects  in 
Spanish  and  Nigerian  Arabic,  for  example,  it  may  be  suffixed  only  to  a noun, 
in  Najdi  to  noun  and  adjective — and  its  frequency  of  occurrence  variable  it 
disappears  from  Spanish  Arabic  in  later  texts,  for  example,  but  in  Najdi  and 
Shukriyya  Arabic  it  occurs  frequently — its  basic  characteristics  are  common 
to  all  its  dialectal  occurrences.  So-called  nunation  and  mimation  phenomena 
in  Semitic  language  do  not  have  enough  in  common  functionally  and  seman- 
tically to  allow  Moscati  et  al.  (1980:  96)  to  reconstruct  a common  proto- 
Semitic  indefinite  form.  The  present  data  suggests  that  yet  another  function, 
namely  nominal  linkage,  has  to  be  added  to  the  various  ones  served  by 
Semitic  final  - Vn  nasal  suffixes. 

In  a point  which  will  be  repeated  in  the  following  discussion,  it  is  reason- 
able to  reconstruct  the  nominal  linker  *-Vn  into  a form  of  Arabic  immediately 
predating  the  variety  described  by  Sibawaih,  i.e.  pre-diasporic  Arabic  in  the 
terminology  adopted  here.  This  follows  from  the  wide  geographic  distribu- 
tion of  a relatively  uniform  morpho-syntactic  phenomenon.  It  appears  in  the 
earliest  forms  of  Spanish  Arabic,  which  means  it  was  probably  brought  into 
Andalusia  in  the  eighth  century.  Though  Arabs  first  moved  into  the  Sudanic 
area  only  after  1300,  they  derive  basically  from  tribes  which  migrated  into 
Egypt  in  the  seventh  and  eighth  centuries  and  were  increasingly  marginalized 
from  the  eighth  century  onwards  and  pushed  ever  further  South  (see  sect. 
5*2. 2.2  and  Owens  2003).  Arabic  in  Afghanistan  is  relatively  recent,  dating 
from  the  nineteenth  century,  its  speakers  having  immigrated  from  Uzbeki- 
stan, where  they  have  lived  since  the  eighth  century  (see  sect.  5-2.Z.3)-  There 
have  been  Arabs  in  central  Saudi  Arabia  and  parts  of  Yemen  since  pre-Islamic 
times.  It  thus  appears  that  this  common  feature  existed  in  one  variety  of 
Arabic  no  later  than  the  time  of  the  Arabic  diaspora  at  the  beginning  of  the 
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thmLL  IT  ‘f  "T  °f s'neral  disc,,ssion  in  lhis  “»”■  ”»t« 

Blau”CeaTre!!rPretati0n  °f  ^ °rigin  °f  these  ~Vn  forms  is  at  variance  with 
nZ  dlg^ssi0n  comPanng  our  views  is  in  order.  Blau  (1969-  40)  recog- 

f°r  t'  ” «™ of. single ong.l 

To  £ tS baSed  °"  “deP“‘>™  parallel  devdopmL. 
dLribndon  X Tr',en  " ■**>•  “Portan,  sources  on  the 

not  available  to  him  (thonSTc'  h™  R“chmu,h  1983;  °wens  mib>  were 
source)  and  so  the  g . r ou  1913  on  Chadian  Arabic  is  an  older 

particular*1  Blau  o T 7*™  “*  baSed  °n  a ™d-  data  base.  In 

thrCe  VariCtieS’  v™  Arabi-  Peninsular 
uK’  ^ ICWish  Mid<Ue  Andric  Nonetheless,  on 
that  ‘It  seems  imoroh  W t ab°Ut  Blau’S  a Prioristic  conclusion 

shared  He  W ! , , ***  °f  ^ Asia’  at  the  beginning, 

dialects’  (1969:  40).  Thkis  ° ^ment  that  affected  the  modern  Bedouin 

argumentation  (see  sect  , 6 t)’ ChlnT”^  °f  truisms  P^-empting  linguistic 
Arabic  is  indeed  a rennet,  ? V ^ % moreover>  argues  that  Uzbekistan 
the  Arabic-speakine  world  7°  u ^ attested  elsewhere  in  the  wide  reaches  of 

of  morphological  specificity  coupkdTithd^7’  ^T’  HetZr°n’S  prindplc 

that  the  widespread  r h dlffusion,st  theory  would  inform  us 

all  extremes  of  the  Arab’  \ 10n  v * ' V”  Suffix  in  a comparable  function  at 
Uzbekistan,  Afghanistan/ amT  1 WOrld  ^Andalusia>  the  Sudanic  region, 
ders  the  speculation  that  the  fo  ^ ^ Center  ^Arabian  peninsula)  ren- 

sible.  In  passing  1 "urn  rT  1S  in  each  area  virtually  impos- 

fa—  Lb 3 S">ups  using -Vn,  Najdi 

Bedouin’,  while  three  And  1 ■ ,/!  3IUC  3rea  sPea^ers»  are  in  some  sense 

a «o ^ f™LChr^zWds,an,Afe,n’ Md 

vowels  which  appTlT  „r^“  MS,,med  to  relics  are  the 

suffixes,  namely  the  following  ^ eC°me  part  certain  pronominal  object 

(H)  ak  2^SG,  -ik  2FSG,  -u/-a  3MSG 
Thus  for  Egyptian  Arabic  Birkeland  f,o« 

Person  forms  as  relics  of  the  accusative  and  ^ in  **“  SeC°nd 

'“a  nominative.  It  will  be  seen  ' rt,  genitive  suffixes,  respectively,  the 

ld7i!Y'n±C*Se  remnantS  in  these  momhemef6"6  “ ^ t0  rec°mmend  “ 

various  fomsS  w^potSy  ^ t ^ fimhcr  in  Ch‘  «•  ** 

^ have  other  equally  plaXo^entL°  e^“ 
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3.4.2.  Epenthesis,  final  short  vowels,  stems 

The  loss  of  the  final  vocalic  case  markers,  according  to  proponents  of  this 
theory,  had  consequences  for  syllable  structure  (Fischer  and  Jastrow  1980:  40; 
Blau  1981:  3).  Coupled  with  a tendency  of  short  high  vowels  to  be  deleted  in 
open  syllables  (see  sects.  2.4.1.2  and  3.2.3),  this  led  to  a basic  reorganization  of 
syllable  structure  in  Neo- Arabic  in  which  the  insertion  of  epenthetic  vowels 
plays  a significant  role.  This  is  because,  like  Classical  Arabic,  the  majority  of 
dialects  have  maintained  a basic  syllable  structure  constraint  disallowing 
sequences  of  three  consonants.  Thus,  assuming  the  Old  — > Neo-Arabic 
model  for  the  moment,  given  a nominal  form  like  *kalb-V-haa  (V  = case) 
‘her  dog’,  the  loss  of  the  case  vowel  in  dialects  leads  to  unacceptable  CC-ha 
structures.  As  Fischer  and  Jastrow  (1980: 41)  point  out,  there  are  generally  two 
solutions  to  this  problem,  both  involving  the  insertion  of  an  epenthetic  vowel. 
In  eastern  Libyan  Arabic,  for  example,  the  epenthetic  vowel  (underlined) 
comes  between  the  first  two  consonants,  kalib-ha,  in  Nigerian  Arabic  between 
the  last  two,  kalba-ha.  Note  that  the  first  solution  is  comparable  to  that  used  in 
the  Classical  language,  e.g.  radd-tu  — > radad-tu  ‘I  returned  ( Kitaab  II.  ch.  560), 
while  the  second  is  also  attested  in  Sibawaih  in  the  imperative  of  these  forms, 
rudd  + haa  — + rudd-a-haa  ‘return  her’  (II:  163,  see  n.  31  below). 

In  this  section  I would  like  to  make  a general  overview  of  the  phenomena  of 
epenthesis  and  stem  structure,  as  it  bears  directly  on  the  question  of  the 
presumed  origin  of  the  modem  dialects  from  old  pausal  forms.  This  data  will 
also  be  one  basis  of  the  discussion  in  Ch.  8,  and  in  Ch.  6 will  be  the  mainstay 
of  a historical  interpretation  of  the  syllabic  structure  of  the  imperfect  verb. 

Two  basic  types  of  epenthesis  can  be  distinguished  in  the  dialects.  The  first, 
illustrated  in  the  previous  paragraph,  is  dependent  on  consonantal  sequence. 
As  mentioned,  *CCC  sequences  are  not  allowed  in  most  dialects,29  the 
constraint  being  lifted  in  one  of  the  two  ways  just  illustrated.  I will  term 
this  linear  epenthesis,  since  it  depends  on  the  linear  sequence  of  consonants, 
rather  than  on  consonant  quality  (see  below  and  Ch.  6). 

(15)  Linear  epenthesis 

(15a)  CCC  — ► CoCC  (a  = epenthetic  vowel;  see  below  for  quality),  galb-ha  -*• 
galib-ha 

(15b)  CCC  ->  CCoC  galb-ha  -*  galb-a-ha  ‘her  heart’ 


M The  significant  exceptions,  like  many  dialects  of  Morocco  and  Algeria,  io  tot  iffe Por  one 
discussion,  since  in  them  the  lifting  of  the  *CCC  constraint  is  elther  a sect  Mow  In  many 

which  must  also  be  included  in  the  proto-language,  as  discussed  further  in  • • 

dialects  a final  pause,  #,  has  die  same  status  as  a C inducing  the  same  epenthetic  effect,  e.g.  Eastern 
Libya  kabt#->  knhit* 
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sequence  otmcc"’ “ “ S"  ^ «"8h“  >»-*  >?>  • 

"or“ ^interaaUy  induces  Ihe  same  epenthesis  effect,  /«- 

/,“m  th«r  house’,  i.e.  CCC  ~ WCC  - C/WCaC. 

in  broad7!'!61"31  ^ dSewhere  1 3m  sumi«arizing  the  variants 

tabTc  » Sr  ' (li,)  SOln,i°"  iS  f0U"4  iM“  ■&».  i»  Sn,  Libya, 
of  St  “ raql>  n°nhem  |0rdan)>  ""«>  Egyptian  dialects  south 

/ *,  !’  d *he,eastern  Nlle  delta  (Behnsted  and  Woidich  1985:  56),  and  in 

employed' i^mo  Tf  ^ ^ (Reichmuth  ^ 70).  The  (15b)  solution  is 

rabk  Na  di  Arab  ' ^ ^ ^ A^'  Chadia"  and  «***» 
Arabic,  Najdi  Arabic,  and  most  Yemeni  dialects. 

back  o/mid1^  detV°Wel  j 3 Wgh  VOWel  whose  Precise  value>  front> 

j„g  WSA  j r . ernll”ed  fcy  consonantal  context.  In  a few  dialects,  includ- 

n”  hefoUre'  V,'“e °f  ,he  epeMhe,i£  “ d«™d  W *= 

Sf  TMr‘  f°rmed  by  fbe  pronominal  suffix.  Them  are 
(16)  WSA  and  Cairene 

SIS  ',h”r  M he“' (G,irene  h“  * here) 

galb-a-ha 

galb-i-hin 

galb-i-ki 

galb-i-na 

sequences  of  three  consonants^  P3SSm8’  there  are  dialects  which  aIlow 
“7)  SS5*  <Naidi'  a'“  *•*  7.  in  certain  conditions  in 

Arabic-speaking  world  ^0  ^’  f°Und  in  most  parts  of  the 

fits,  is  Wha,  Blanc  t lSr"^'5  be  distinguished  here.  The 
termed  the  gahawa  syndrome)  the  eponymous  gahawa 

h’’ “S  * toth  dlakai  empl°t  a wthnt  of  this  solution. 

si.  4 9),  D,scuss>ng  the  imperative  of  doubled  vert!"!!?^0"*”*5  is  attested  in  Sibawaih  (II:  163, 
with  th'  Tf  that  non'Hijazi  speakers  add  a vn»,S|  h Ch  haW  3 third  Persor>  singular  object  suffix, 

That  the  ° ' f pr°nominal  suffix,  so  that  one  has  rudd  t*”  ^ a"d  Stem’ 1116  vowel  is  harmonic 
H,uy,  l™Wel  1Sepenthe"c.  not  fun«ionans  c|L  “f'fl  ,!“a  retum  *.F'  and  rudd-u-hu  return  it.M’. 
segmentation  (essentially  (143)  above)  does  001°™  H''aZ1  a,tern»tive,  urdud-haa,  where  the 

require  epenthesis  before  the  object  suffix. 
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‘coffee’  having  the  prototypical  trait  of  inserting  a low  vowel  in  the  following 
sequence.  It  may  be  termed  guttural  epenthesis. 

Guttural  epenthesis 

(18a)  CgutC  — y CgutaC  (gutturals  = h,  h,  9,  ?,  x,  y,  in  some  dialects  (e.g.  NA)  q 
(18b)  *gahwa  — ► gahaxva  ‘coffee’ 

This  is  found,  inter  alia,  in  Najdi  Arabic,  Sudanic  Arabic  (see  sect.  1.6.6), 
eastern  Libyan  Arabic,  Egyptian  Arabic  around  Asyut  and  south  (Behnstedt 
and  Woidich  1985: 45),  and  rural  Iraqi  dialects  (but  not  other  Egyptian  dialects, 
Hijazi,  most  Yemeni  dialects,  and  most  qultu  dialects  of  Mesopotamia). 

A different  subtype  of  consonantal  environment  is  provided  by  the  sequence. 

Sonorant  epenthesis 

(19a)  CCsonorant  — > CoC  (sonorant  = /,  r,  n,  sometimes  w,  y,  m) 

(19b)  bajri  — ► baj3ri  ‘I  run’  (Nigerian  Arabic) 

This  has  already  been  alluded  to  above  in  the  discussion  of  pausal  phenomena 
in  Sibawaih,  sect.  3.2.3  above.  Here  an  epenthetic  vowel  is  inserted  before  a 
sonorant.  This  is  attested  in  different  realizations,  inter  alia,  in  Najdi  Arabic, 
much  of  Egypt  south  of  Cairo  (Behnstedt  and  Woidich  1985:  47  ff.),  the 
Tihama  region  of  Yemen  (Behnstedt  1984:  49),  Spanish  Arabic  (Corriente 
l977-  72),  and  Chadian  and  Nigerian  Arabic.  Dialects  such  as  eastern 
Libyan,  Cairene  and  most  of  the  Nile  delta,  highland  Yemeni,  the  Arabic  of 
Uzbekistan,  and  urban  Baghdadi  do  not  have  it,  or  at  least  do  not  treat  such 
clusters  any  differently  from  other  consonant  clusters. 

What  is  interesting  to  note  is  that  the  epenthetic  vowels  often  come  in 
precisely  the  position  where  case  vowels  occur  in  Classical  Arabic.  In  fact, 
taking  a broad  reading  of  Sibawaih,  the  occurrence  of  pre-suffixal  epenthesis 
in  Najdi  Arabic  mirrors  in  surprising  fashion  the  distribution  of  case 
vowels.  This  results  from  the  following  two  epenthetic  rules,  outlined  above 
in  (15b,  18). 

(20)  W/CCC  ->  W/CCaC,  CCsonorant  -*  CoC  (note  that  sonorant 
epenthesis  takes  precedence  if  the  2 rules  conflict) 
been-ham  — > beena-ham  ‘between  them’,  rajl-ha  — * rajil-ha  her 
husband’  (examples  from  Ingham  1995)- 

The  broad  reading  of  Sibawaih  identifies  the  sonorant  epenthesis  rule  with  the 
case  epenthesis  rule  discussed  in  sects.  3.2.2  and  3-2-3- 
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wh«e  toe®,!  , T (T  Wi,h  3 C'ini,ial  Pronom'nal  suffix,  the  context, 

rir  \(,4)  ^ °ccur”  * haw>™  •>»*  & 

“,era  ZZ  Za\V?Za  d0es  n0'  0CCUr  are  th<*  ™<h  » « ss  .he  final 
•hat  a reaso'naM  i ” °f  them' ” Generadly  speaking  it  appears 

one  "I  °f  SP“Ch  ^ a -lority  of  fomt,  with 

” an°,her  brf0"  C-inilial  Pronominal  suffixes. 
skZt M u >f°rms  °f  nOU"  + C-™'M pronominal  suffix  indie 
ffineZns  r Z’  t“sotI"Sha'”  <‘»5).  There  are  a ,„,al  oftwenty- 
ing  one  of  the  two  '"l  Prol’oim,'al  suffixes,  twenty-one  of  these  undergo- 
•WsTall  „f  Zrf  ?"  ° * *<*"  •I''"'- 1»  other  wot* 

noun  stem  final  vowel  Wore  tMTal0^1'31  *”!’*  'he  dis,rib"tion  of 
Arabic  has  a race-  1 ••  tla  consonantal  suffixes:  where  Classical 

relatively^ LJem  ’ ^ ^ tCnds  to  have  - epenthetic  on.  The 

flavor  to  this  variety^1*1™06  °f  ^ llnker  ftlrther  imparts  a ‘classical’ 

Classical  Arabic  are  i/reaTtv  empkasize>  mtlmating  that  the  case  vowels  of 
contrast  between  the  tw  lt^,epent  etlc  vowels.  Besides  the  clear  functional 
Pronoun  ^ng  2"  ^ 

not  unreasonable  to  relate  these  H’  i C°mparatlve  context,  however,  it  is 

nomena  found  in odier  Semitic  la„«es  e'g  inGaS  ""'I ! P1*’ 

connecting  vowel  mav  u c g 8 ’ in  G^sz  and  Hebrew,  where  a 

e.g.  Sosm-g-ya  ‘my  bone’  Blai^  pronominal  suffixes  ( Weninger  1993: 13, 35 
vowels  are  often  intemrpLd  9,7  7’  suus~^a  ‘y°ur  m horse’).  While  such 

present  interpretation  would^iw  ^ °lan  °ld  CaSe  system  (Blau  J976:  67),  the 
epenthesis  system.  What  is  uroh!!hlS  l at,!hey  are  the  <relic’  of  an  ur-Semitic 
at  least  a system  of  linear  ene  th  ? ^ dlsputabIe  is  that  proto-Semitic  had 
This  alternation  is  attested  ? "Sf1*  °peratinS in  the  context  CC#  -♦  CoC#. 
possessed  noun,  uzun  ‘ear’Tv  branches  of  Semitic,  cf.  the  Akkadian 

segolates  (Heb.  Pozen  ‘ear’l  0,°*  ?• en. 19691  18 T the  Aramaic  and  Hebrew 
n;  33)  as  well  as  Classical  Arah'3  n dialeCts  (eastern  Libyan  widin  ‘ear’,  see 
discussed  in  sect  r 2 1 1 TV.  , am  Tflrdud#,  and  the  case  epenthesis 
• 3-a.i).  Though  admittedly  a sketchy  overview,  the  attested 

opi;  n0t  ^ «—  for  epenthesis. 

examoTes^ ' “J?*  COntext  CVC  Vca*-CVC  e e mhT Sht>Uld °ne occur> would aPPear in an 
Sd!°m  Slbawaih  «d  Farra?mustratinE  ehh  u A“m‘theirM  mountain’.  In  the  Old  Arabic 
CV-CV-rv°nUnCIatl0n’ 11)6  deletcd/murmured  vow'll  °a  h*?*5  voweI  deletion  or  a murmur  vowel 
not  occur  inRwlb  (see,examPles  in  sect.  2.4.1.2,  O^A^ic"1™**  **  foUowing) is  typically  in  a 

varieties.  “ *h°se  con,exts  where  deletion/mum,  SO“rCes)'In  other  words,  insertion  does 

34  I inrh.a.j  , ™ur  does  eharacterize  certain  Old  Arabic 

1 mcluded  locative  nouns  like  W . . 

een  in  the  count,  but  did  not  include  active  participles. 
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universality  of  epenthesis  rules  in  Semitic,  as  opposed  to  the  only  sporadic 
appearance  of  case  systems,  lends  greater  credence  to  my  suggestion  above 
that  the  Classical  Arabic  case  system  grew  in  part  at  least  out  of  epenthetic 
phenomena. 

Returning  to  the  major  theme  of  this  section,  looking  at  the  distribution  of 
epenthetic  rules  among  the  dialects,  one  is  led  to  the  same  conclusion  as  with 
the  linker  *-  Vn  discussed  in  sect.  3.4.1,  namely  that  each  of  the  epenthetic  rules 
is  represented  in  such  a spread  of  modern  dialects  that  their  origin,  in  their 
diverse  guises,  must  be  at  least  as  old  as  the  ilrabiyya  described  by  Sibawaih, 
that  is,  eighth  century  or  older.  For  instance,  the  common  guttural  epenthesis 
rule  of  Spanish,  Nigerian,  Tihama,  and  Najdi  Arabic,  but  equally  its  lack  in 
highland  Yemen,  Cairene,  eastern  Libyan,  and  urban  Baghdadi  points  to  both 
its  presence  and  its  lack,  at  the  time  of  the  original  Islamic  diaspora  in  the 
seventh/eighth  centuries;  similarly,  with  cluster  and  sonorant  epenthesis.  If 
this  is  the  case,  however,  one  does  not  have  to  seek  the  origin  of  the  epenthetic 
rules  as  the  result  of  syllabification  changes  associated  with  the  loss  of  final 
vowels,  including  final  case  vowels,  in  Old  Arabic.  Rather,  epenthesis  can  be 
reconstructed  as  part  of  pre-diasporic  and  proto-Arabic.  I develop  this  point 
further  in  Chs.  6 and  8. 

3-4.3.  Dialects  vs.  linguistic  features 

As  mentioned  in  sects.  1.6.7  and  2.3.3,  Blau  (1981, 1988)  has  developed  a model 
for  the  development  of  Arabic,  attractive  for  its  linguistic  simplicity  and  for  its 
socio-historical  plausibility.  Pre-Islamic  Old  Arabic,  spoken  by  Bedouin 
tribes,  was  transformed  during  the  early  Islamic  period  in  an  urban  context 
where  Arabs  mixed  with  foreign  learners  of  Arabic  into  a Middle  Arabic.  The 
linguistic  reflex  of  this  transformation  was  a shift  from  a synthetic-type 
language  to  an  analytic  type  (Blau  2002: 16).  It  is  important  at  this  point  to 
look  at  what  is  understood  by  these  terms,  concentrating  on  morphological 
and  syntactic  features.35  Blau’s  inventory  of  features  includes  the  following 
(1981:  3—4).  I would  note  that  the  fist  replicates  some  of  the  features  included 
in  Fischer  and  Jastrow’s  account  of  Neo-Arabic  features.  For  the  sake  of 
completeness,  and  because  some  of  the  features  are  new,  I include  Blaus 
entire  list  here.  The  following,  moreover,  extends  my  critique  of  dichotomous 
labeling  (sect.  1.6.7),  to  another  binary  pair  of  terms,  synthetic  vs.  analytic, 
which  is  well  established  in  the  Western  Arabicist  vocabulary.  Also,  in  contrast 
to  the  critique  of  the  Old/New  dyad  of  Ch.  2 which  is  explicitly  within  the 

35  Blau  indudes  phonological  features  as  well,  though  it  is  hard  to  see  how,  intuitively  the 
°Pposition  analytic  vs.  synthetic  is  to  be  applied  to  them. 
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realm  of  historical  linguistics,  the  current  discussion  being  based  on  a purely 
structural  dichotomy  adds  another  critical  dimension  to  the  debate. 

Leaving  aside  problems  in  the  definition  of  syntheticity  and  analyticity  (see 
Rets®  >994:  3355  Cuvalay  1997: 19),  the  list  is  open  to  criticisms  of  two  major 
types,  both  of  which  were  dealt  with  in  some  detail  in  the  previous  chapter. 
On  the  one  hand,  some  analytic  features  are  in  fact  well  attested  in  Old  Arabic, 
m the  sense  that  they  are  described  in  some  detail  in  Sibawaih.  The  full 
agreement  in  VS  sentences,  for  instance,  is  in  evidence  in  Sibawaih’s  stock 
example  ?akaluw-niy  il-baraariyd  ‘The  lice  ate  me  up’  (e.g.  I:  411).  As  Levin 
(1989)  explains,  Sibawaih  does  not  condemn  this  as  substandard  usage, 
though  Levin  does  suggest  that  it  is  a minority  usage  (1989:  60).  In  such  a 
case  it  is  hard  to  see  the  dialects  as  representing  a radically  new  development, 
n t e other  hand,  most  of  the  other  features  establish  a contrast  only 
etween  Classical  Arabic  and  some  modern  dialects.  While  Blau  recognizes 
is,  t e methodological  problems  related  to  this  have  not  been  emphasized 
enough.  Regarding  the  list  in  Table  3.2,  some  of  the  features  such  as  the 
comparative  expressed  by  ‘more’  (e.g.  in  Chadian  Arabic)  are  quite  rare 
mong  t e 1a  ects.  The  analytic  genitive  may  be  given  special  attention, 
since  it  is  a favorite  distinguishing  point  between  the  Old  and  Neo-Arabic 
g ersteeg  1993a.  69).  Here,  discussion  of  this  feature  in  terms  of  analy- 
ici  y or  simplification  often  misses  at  three  points.  First,  Classical  Arabic  does 

■ arU'y,tlC  8enitlve,  namely  in  the  form  of  the  prepositions  li  ‘for’  and 
min  om.  Classical  grammarians  even  regarded  li  as  the  ‘ Pasl'  of  the  direct 

n I ■ Cj-  W?nS  1990 ' 14  R")’  though  this  is  a theory- internal  question  bearing 
„ y rudirecdy  on  the  linguistic  function  of  the  construction.  Second,  the 
11  j-  , an,  ytlC  8en't've>  marked  by  an  independent  morpheme  is  in  nearly 
ah  dialects  but  an  alternative  to  the  direct  genitive.  The  choice  between  the 

of  historirV  CXiCa  SCmant*C’  styhstic,  and  pragmatic  matter  than  a question 
rep  acement  of  one  by  the  other  (e.g.  Owens  1993b;  65;  2002; 

Table  32.  Analytic  vs.  synthetic  features,  Blau 


Synthetic 

Cases  and  moods 
VS,  partial  verb  agreement 
Piddaafa,  direct  genitive 
Comparative  adjective 
Dual 

Internal  passive 
lam  4-  imperfect 


Analytic 
No  cases 

VS,  verb-subject  agreement 
Analytic  genitive 
Comparative  expressed  by  ‘more’ 
Decreasing  use  of  dual 
No  internal  passive 
Negative  only  by  maa 
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Eksell  1995:  66).  Furthermore,  S.  Prochazka  (2002: 153)  reports  that  in  Cilician 
Arabic  in  south-central  Turkey  only  the  synthetic  is  used.  Third,  in  most 
dialects  the  analytic  genitive  can  hardly  be  said  to  be  a simplified  form.  To  the 
contrary,  it  is  usually  marked  by  a morpheme  agreeing  in  number  and  gender 
with  the  head  noun,  and  hence  is  morphologically  more  ‘complicated’  than 
the  Classical  Arabic  analytic  genitive  in  li. 

It  is  true  that  a few  items  on  the  list  do  distinguish  Classical  Arabic  from  the 
dialects.  The  dual  in  dialects  is  restricted  exclusively  to  nouns,  whereas  in 
Classical  Arabic  it  occurs  on  adjectives,  pronouns,  verbs,  etc.  as  well.  Whether 
they  suffice  to  define  broad  varieties  of  languages  in  terms  of  syntheticity  vs. 
analyticity  is  doubtful,  however.  Moreover,  as  seen  in  the  previous  chapter, 
the  historical  question  of  priority  of  the  dual  forms  remains  open. 

Blau’s  list  is  more  striking  for  a fatal  methodological  shortcoming,  and  this 
is  that  his  dichotomization  is  no  dichotomization  at  all,  or  at  best  only  a 
dichotomization  based  on  the  a priori  abstraction,  Classical  Arabic  vs.  dialect. 
But  what  is  the  basis  for  making  this  abstraction,  if  not  the  synthetic/analytic 
traits  he  assigns  to  each  group?  Blau  has  no  way  independently  to  identify  the 
very  entities  he  is  trying  to  distinguish.  It  is  clear  from  the  foregoing  discus- 
sion that  no  such  general  criteria  are  to  be  found.  Some  of  the  criteria,  e.g.  the 
analytic  genitive,  have  little  basis  in  fact.  Others  do  not  distinguish  two  groups 
in  the  way  Blau  would  want.  Nigerian  Arabic  and  Classical  Arabic,  for 
example,  share  the  property  of  having  comparative  adjectives,  Najdi  Arabic 
and  Classical  Arabic  the  property  of  having  internal  passives,  etc.  I return  to 
this  point  presently.  It  may  then  be  asked  whether  the  few  features  which 
genuinely  do  distinguish  two  varieties  of  language  are  sufficient  to  justify 
drawing  far-reaching  conclusions  about  their  development  (see  Ch.  2).  The 
problem  becomes  more  acute  when  one  considers  arguments  such  as  the  one 
advanced  in  the  present  chapter  that  what  is  probably  the  key  feature  in  the 
synthetic— analytic  contrast,  case  vs.  non-case,  is  a dichotomy  which  can  be 
reconstructed  into  proto-Arabic,  and  hence  did  not  arise  as  an  urban  trait  in 
pre-  or  post-Islamic  times. 

The  conclusions  reached  in  the  previous  chapter  on  the  Old/New  contrast 
is  equally  applicable  to  the  analytic/synthetic  one.  It  was  seen  in  Ch.  2 that  on 
dose  inspection  the  list  of  elements  distinguishing  Old  and  Neo-Arabic  is 
Perhaps  useful  as  a typology  of  traits  which  may  in  any  given  instance 
distinguish  the  Classical  language  from  the  dialects,  though  the  list  as  such 
does  not  justify  the  conceptions  of  Old  and  Neo-Arabic  as  historical  concepts. 
Similarly  here,  Blau’s  synthetic/analytic  list  may  define  a structure  contrast 
between  some  varieties  of  Old  and  some  varieties  of  Neo- Arabic.  There  are  far 
too  many  exceptions,  however,  to  maintain  the  dyad  as  a useful  analytic  tool. 
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3-5-  Case  and  Caseless  Arabic 

The  suggestion  that  modern  Arabic  dialects  are  the  descendent  of  a caseless 
variety  is  not  entirely  new.  As  early  as  Voders3*  it  was  proposed  that  pre- 
diasponc  caseless  varieties  of  Arabic  existed,  and  that  these  represent  the 
ancestor(s)  of  the  modem  dialects  (see  Spitaler  1953;  Diem  1973,  1991;37 
, 994>  an  orriente  1975,  1976).  All  these  scholars,  however,  assume 

• , ^°lnt  m t^C  Prehisto,T  of  Arabic  a unique  case-variety  ancestor 

1 , C PrJsent  ProPosal  is  a qualitatively  different  interpretation  of  the 

A h 0Pment  °f  Arabic,  however,  in  arguing  that  there  was  a variety  of  proto- 
, , W|'n  "'T  bad  morPl">logical  case  in  its  history.  Lately  Zaborski 

are  vari  d T "S11"1'  convincingly  in  my  opinion,  that  there 

and  ,h  „“'  T V ,* Arab'C  dialects'  no,abl>'  Pronominal  forms 

Thth  ,P  T°  PrcSe,V'  °ld  “ P™to  Afroasiatic  forms 

wh  ch  a e lactang  the  Classical  taguage  ^ ^ ^ ^ for 

been  definV11^11"  ®preou(  °iwhat  in  comparative  Semitics  has  too  often 
endine  with  ri  ’"T,  |oien'")'ial  structure  beginning  with  Akkadian  and 
^ome.r' TV”  Addi”S  modern  Arabic  dialects  creates  a 

menTs  and  V h 1'  ““  'W°  “ the  *nsc  that  dcelop- 

“ V »cha, sms  from  proto-Semidc  may  move  directly  horn  the 

TO  amVi  J*  7 dialeC,S' byl,assin*  OMicd  Arabic  completely. 

“ V "*  from  any  point  in  i, 

emphasized^that  ? 7 °lder  sta8es  of  the  family  history.  It  has  to  be 
(or  varieties)  for  !"  Cglng  on  a Prion>  non-linguistic  grounds  any  variety 
lit.  taS  11^““  °f  "“«™cion  wffl  more  Zy  than  Z distort 


chapter.  ^ °n8inal  W°rk  Was  publlshed  in  >!»■  It  wiU  be  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  the  next 

already  in  pre-diasporic  times  casel^varirtiti^d8  dCSCe"‘!  “Ornately  from  a case  variety,  but  that 
closely  related.  This  perspective  is  sivnifi/-  , ■ emerged,  to  which  the  modem  dialects  are  most 
development,  an  alternative  explanati^  ^R!  “ LD'em  reco8niz,s  that  if  this  is  the  historical 
provided.  His  alternative  explanation  for  th  *U*,.°r  ,be  disappearance  of  the  case  endings  must  be 
however.  Diem  argues  froI  CioI  IlTr  “ “ compelling  than  Blau’s, 

disappearance  in  pre-diasporic  times.  As  rwT?™  that  ^‘actic  redundancy  led  to  the  case 
system  debate)  shows,  there  are  no  varieties  nf  ^ a 36,  ^ or*ginator  of  the  dysfunctional  case 
forms  have  a high  functional  load.  However  (p0etry>  Qu*?aan,  MSA,  etc.)  where  the  case 

cunous  conclusion  that  its  functional  desuetuH  t j***  ,never  was  a ‘need’  for  the  case  system,  it  is  a 
akvays  possessed  should  be  the  motive  force  ltS  dlsapPearance,  that  a trait  which  the  system 

M hi  the  standard  introduction  o T ^ ,tS  «“*•»*■»**. 
languages,  including  the  modem  Arabic  dialer  ^ 61  **•’  modem  reflexes  of  the  Semitic 

° dl3leCtS’  are  but  ignored  for  purposes  of  Semitic  recon- 
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Figure  3.1  is  a working  sketch  of  development  of  case  in  Arabic. 

Old  Arabic  here  refers  to  the  oldest  form  of  Arabic  attested  in  descriptive 
detail,  dated  to  the  seventh/eighth  centuries  (see  sect.  3.1).  I suggest  in  a 
number  of  places  in  this  book  (sect.  2.4.1.2,  Old  Arabic  sources;  Ch.  4;  sect. 
8.1)  that  caseless  varieties  can  be  inferred  in  this  period  via  interpretation  of 
concepts  such  as  ixtilaas.  So-called  Middle  Arabic  texts  are  perhaps  charac- 
terized by  interference  from  this  variety  (as  early  as  the  seventh  century,  Diem 
1984:  268).  It  must  be  assumed  on  the  comparative  evidence  adduced  above 
that  in  the  Old  Arabic  period  caseless  varieties  existed.39 

The  designation  of  the  original  proto-Semitic  nominal  as  C-0  means  that  it 
does  not  possess  case.  Whether  it  had  suffixes  marking  other  relational 
phenomena,  such  as  an  -a  (cf.  -a  as  an  adverbial  marker,  as  in  Hebrew  and 
Classical  Arabic,  or  -a  as  a genitive/object  marker,  as  in  GaSsz,  or  -a  as 
absolutive  as  in  n.  22)  out  of  which  the  case  system  developed  is  an  inde- 
pendent question.  It  is  assumed  that  case  marking  in  Semitic  is  a younger  trait 
than  nominals  lacking  case  marking  on  the  basis  of  the  Afroasiatic  evidence 
(sect.  3.2.1).  Proto-Arabic  had  both  the  ‘original’  caseless  nominals,  and  the 
case-marking  of  certain  other  Semitic  languages  (sect.  3.3.2).  Proto-Arabic 
here  is  a reconstructed  form  which  can  be  dated  only  in  relative  terms.  The 
direct  evidence  that  it  has  case  appears  only  in  the  seventh  and  eighth 
centuries,  particularly  with  Sibawaih’s  detailed  grammar.  At  some  point,  the 
rightward  pointing  arrow  in  Fig.  3.1  is  not  meant  as  pointing  to  a specific  date, 
the  case-variety  of  the  spoken  language  emerged  with  the  caseless.  The  direct 
evidence  that  proto-Arabic  does  not  have  case,  barring  Diems  work  (sect. 
3.1.2)  which  defines  a date  of  around  too  BC,  comes  from  the  modern  dialects. 


Proto-Arabic  Old  Arabic:  7th/8th  century  modem  dialects 

C-0->  (C-0)— 1 ^ c 


Proto-Semitic  Proto-Arabic  Old  Arabic 

C-0 nominals  — » C-0— > (C-0)— 1 

C-case  —1  C-case  -»  C-case  ^ 

C-case  = final  case-marked  nominals,  C-0  = no 


Figure  3.1.  Proto-Arabic  case 


39  It  is  logically  possible,  but  on  comparative  grounds  vanishingly  unlikely,  th«f  at  the 
Arabic  diaspora  in  the  early  Islamic  period,  case  marking  suddenly  disappear  ;us 
expansion  began.  This  would  (1)  contradict  Blau’s  own  hypothesis,  since  the  case  mar  g 
have  to  have  disappeared  before  large-scale  mixture  with  non- Arabic  populous  took  place  and  U) 
would  require  that  the  different  epenthesis  rules,  particularly  (15a,  b),  imm  1a  e y „ 

Place  of  the  vowelless  forms.  Postulating  such  a sequence  of  events  could  save  case 
varieties  of  Old  Arabic,  though  at  the  cost  of  suspending  normal  application  of  P 

method. 
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mce  caseless  forms  can  be  comparatively  reconstructed  at  least  as  early  as  the 
seventh  eighth  centuries,  from  the  time  of  the  Arabic  diaspora,  they  are 
minimally  as  old  as  the  case-Arabic  described  by  Sibawaih,  and  hence  can 
be  projected  into  proto-Arabic  as  well. 

^°te,that  Flg'  3-1  rePresents  one  linguistic  feature  in  two  manifestations, 
a ll  rC!  r a m0del  for  the  dev^pment  of  modern  dialects  as 
for  the  H 11 S 0U  e emphasized,  no  more  than  a rough  working  model 
tmi ts  w^r  Pmen  °f  ArabiC  0nly  the  detailed  analysis  of  bundles  of 
encode  r l 3 8Cnera  y Vahd  piCture  emerge-  Even  then  the  model  will  fail  to 
be  wrnn  C aSpCCtS  °f  ^ lan8uage  development.  In  particular,  it  would 
to  elect’  °nC  frtS  mtegrating  further  linguistic  traits  into  the  model, 
case  and  c ,°matlC  y 4°  **  ^ bundles  offeatures  correlating  with  the 
“SfS  VanTS  re$PeCtiVely  ($ee  Table  3'2)- 11  -1'  ^ ",  if  not 
whatever  whU  ^ 40  [econstruct  discrete  entities,  dialects,  sociolects  or 
it  necessarily  fob  6 mAgiC  sPeakers  of  Classical  Arabic  will  be  found;  nor  is 
varieties  will  vield  * 3t  tbe  Proto"Arat)ic  split  into  case  and  caseless 

dialects.40  ^ dldec^  entities  corresponding  directly  with  the  modern 

thellm  !lsll0Wlfrr  nature  °f  Classical  Arabic,  or  more  accurately, 
Classical  Arabic  clnot  nSf tbinking‘  The  role  of  Sibawaih  in  defining 
sect  332  Classical  A w e be  overemPbasized.  But  as  seen  above  in 

Sri?  <sr>- 

It  Ithus  in  one  s S’  ^ °Wn  lmguistic  theory,  allow  him  to  incorporate. 

defined * **  °f  Arabk  as  an  ^ 

Baalbaki  (i990)  the  mp1*3  y excnsive  structures.  It  is,  referring  again  to 

discrete,  though’ flexible  whole!"  ™ Were  j°ined  within  3 

the  suggestion  thaTa  ll  Cbapter  1 would  like  to  expand  on  this  point,  since 
m g§  " th3t  3 l3ngUage  can  simultaneously  have  both  case  and  caseless 
40  Even  reconstructing  the  historv  „f  , , 

intractable  undertaking  than  most  Arabiristl617  modem  dialectal  features  is  a much  more 
(1991)  argues  that  those  modem  dialects  with  ™°“!d  probably  care  to  admit.  For  example,  Diem 

'he  guttural  epenthesis  rale  (18),  on  the  basis  of  whK^  'V"  SUffix  (see  (l3))  tend  to  be  those  with 

cone  usions.  In  fact,  only  two  of  the  - Vn  dialect  vt"  • 4:orresPondence  Diem  draws  various  diachronic 
competely  clear),  are  also  gahawa  (guttural  er,  S,k  ^ ' and  '’udan*c  Arabic  (though  Shukriyya  is  not 
not  (Andalusian,  Tihama,  Afghani  fan  a ra T ^ Whereas  **  of  the  - Vn  directs  are 
eastern  Ubyan  Arabic  and  sle  Uppcr  F^I'g  Ingham’S  teXt  *»4fc  u5).  From  the  reverse  angle, 
epemhesis  but  no  - Vn.  Diem’s  use  of  cultu^iT arOUnd  ^ and  Luxor  have  guttural 
-escnption  of  linguistic  constructs,  unfortunate!  * °Um  d'a*ects>  Afomadendialekte’)  concepts  in  the 
make  sound  reconstruction  even  harder.  7 “ Sanctloned  practice  in  Arabic  linguistics,  serves  to 
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varieties  may  strike  many  Semiticists  as  odd.  However,  the  suggestion  is 
plausible,  if  not  indeed  necessary,  from  two  perspectives.  First,  if  Diem 
(sect.  3.2  above,  see  n.  10)  is  correct  that  there  existed  caseless  forms  of  Arabic 
as  early  as  100  bc,  it  necessarily  follows  that  at  least  between  100  bc  and  ad 
800,  a period  of  almost  a millennium,  there  coexisted  case  and  caseless 
varieties  of  the  language.  Clearly,  one  cannot  put  an  absolute  duration  on 
how  long  the  coexistence  occurred,  though  if  it  lasted  for  9oo  years  it  must 
have  been  of  an  extremely  stable  sort. 

Second,  it  is  useful  to  look  at  modern  dialectal  and  sociolectal  analogies  to 
determine  whether  diametrically  opposed  features  can  coexist.  Of  course 
many  examples  can  be  found,  of  which  I will  cite  only  two.  Among  modern 
dialects  can  be  found  quite  striking  differences  coexisting  along  long  geo- 
graphical borders.  Excellent  examples  of  this  are  found  in  Behnstedt  s atlas  of 
Yemeni  Arabic  where,  for  instance,  Tihama  dialects  lacking  a morphological 
feminine  plural  and  having  the  suffix  -fas  perfect  subject  marker  in  first  and 
second  person  forms  ( katab-t  ‘I  wrote’,  i985:  116, 125)  sit  next  to  central  Yemeni 
forms  possessing  the  feminine  plural  and  marking  the  subject  with  k ( katab-k 
I wrote’).  Equally  striking  is  the  sociolinguistic  coexistence  of  different 
varieties  side  by  side  in  the  same  urban  settings.  Arabic-speaking  neighbors, 
in  the  city  of  Maiduguri  in  northeast  Nigeria,  for  example,  use  essentially  two 
systems  of  marking  verbal  mode.  A minority,  originally  migrants  from  west- 
ern Chad,  have  no  verbal  mode  markers,  so  that,  for  example,  gaal  yamfi 
means  either  ‘he  said  that  he  was  going’  or  ‘he  said  to  go.  More  commonly 
indicative  is  marked  by  a b-  prefix  (familiar  in  many  dialects),  subjunctive  by 
its  lack,  so  that  a morphological  minimal  pair  exists  between  indicative  gaal 
bimfi  ‘he  said  that  he  was  going’  and  subjunctive  gaal  yamfi  he  said  to  go.  As 
might  be  expected,  there  is  individual  speaker  variation,  though  there  are  no 
indications  that  one  or  the  other  variant  is  dying  out  (Owens  i995,  i998a).41 

Looking  at  the  postulation  of  two  opposed  coexisting  linguistic  features, 
case  and  caseless,  in  terms  analogous  to  data  which  dialectologists  of  Arabic 
have  been  describing  for  years  makes  the  coexistence  of  the  two  varieties  over 
a very  long  period  of  time  look  less  exotic  and  dramatic  than  it  might  be 
portrayed.  Of  course,  at  some  point  the  case  endings  did  die  out,  and  it  may 


41  Maura  Tosco  (p.c.)  has  pointed  out  that  the -t/-k  variation  in  Yemen  is  of  a qualitatively  different 
sort  from  the  presence/absence  of  a feature,  which  is  what  the  case/caseless  hypothests  assumes.  1 he 
Nigerian  Arabic  indicative/subjunctive,  however  is  precisely  analogous  (an  many  more  s 
could  be  cited,  the  occurrence  of  - Vn  in  sect.  3.4.1  being  another  one),  and  the  neutrahzat.on  o M F 
contrast  in  the  plural  in  Yemen  is  similar.  What  the  -t/-k  variants  do  show  .s  tha 
prominent  variation  among  central  morphological  categories  may  su  jec  o 
which  has  endured  well  over  1,000  years. 
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thC  a,Cq^.Sltl0n  of  many  new  native  speakers  of  Arabic  in  the 
ow  l OWln8 ! miC  diasp0ra  did  Play  a roIe  in  tipping  the  advantage 
dTut  h CaSel4efTVariety-  Pro™8  this  in  linguistic  terms  will  be  very 
feature  ’ f.  V"7  C3Se’  3 l0°k  at  the  striking  mixtures  of  linguistic 

in  formed'  X u “ t0d3y’S  m°dern  diaIects  su§Sests  that  it  is  unlikely 
as  s X X rlthere  WS  3 nC3t  C°rrelation  between  say,  dialects  with 
lacked  these Tnr  , ' °f  ^ ^ 35  °pPOSed  to  those  which 

bsenc  m T?  “ m°re  likdy  th3t  these  features> in  their  presence  and 
(19sTsmdv  about  somewhat  independently  of  each  other,  as  Rabin’s 

Srt  UrS-  "X 4 SibaW3ih’$  t35k  Can  be  seen  as  one  of 

case  varLvl  1SPar3te  , int°  3 single  conceptual  whole,  with  the 
for  the  a~  TX"  by  him‘  In  such  a situation,  however, 

necessarily  imX^lX Arablc  the  disaPPearance  of  case  endings  did  not 

°ther  than  the  disappearance  of  case  ending,  A 

entJZ  t fe3tUre7as  ^t,  not  a complete  dialect  or  variety,  and 
certainly  not  the  entire  edifice  of  Old  Arabic. 

hypothesis  of  DrotnX  1 baVe  attemPted  to  expand  on  the  caseless 

language  history  fr  a ^ Y ar8uin8  that  evidence  from  all  stages  of  the 

to  the  modem  dialecte  (and  blk ) ’ hay"  thr°Ugh  the  ^rabiyya’  doW" 

that  when  this  is  dr.™  a )>  have  to  be  integrated  in  a full  account,  and 

time,  it  has  been  suggested**  loc  ^ hyP°thesis  is  ^uite  strong.  At  the  same 

one  particular  form  of  Old  Arabi^em"8  ^ C3SdeSS  “ 

This  chapter  has  furth  a mains  an  open,  perhaps  impossible  task. 

0-a.taS^"  it”?  ""  ,ha'  " 

language  history  wiU  also  contribi  t"! didectS  mto  comparative  Arabic 
and  Afroasiatic  families.  e ° an  understanding  of  the  larger  Semitic 

strongly  influenced  by  Fulani  culture  ^ ^ra8’c  cu^ure  of  Chad  and  northeast  Nigeria  was 

instances  to  language  shift  to  the  advantaee  of  A '.'.1S/ikely  that  Fulani-Arab  contact  led  in  many 
northeast  Nigerian  maintains  many  co^rvar  (BraukimPer  1993).  Nonetheless,  the  Arabic  of 
ogical  paradigm  and  the  - Vn  linker  suffix  s mduding  a falty  functioning  FPL  morpho- 

alone  does  no,  imply  simphficXn  ™nZed  in  3.4.x.  Intensive  contact  with  foresees 
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Al-Idgham  al-Kabiyr  and  Case 
Endings 

Observations  about  linguistic  variants  in  Arabic  are  as  old  as  the  Arabic 
grammatical  tradition  itself,  perhaps  even  older.  Indeed,  what  most  (though 
not  all,  see  Wansbrough  1977)  students  of  Arabic  would  regard  as  the  oldest 
extensive  Arabic  document,  namely  the  QurPaan,  exists  not  in  one  fixed  form, 
but  rather  in  a set  of  variant  versions.  In  this  chapter,  I will  continue  with  my 
interpretation  of  the  form  of  Arabic  as  it  existed  in  the  seventh  and  eighth 
centuries  by  recourse  to  a discussion  of  these  variant  versions. 

As  seen  in  the  previous  chapter,  in  the  Western  Arabicist  tradition,  it  has 
been  a standard  practice  to  contrast  Classical  Arabic  or  Old  Arabic  possessing 
case  endings  with  the  caseless  modern  dialects.  In  a historical  perspective,  as 
argued  for  in  Ch.  3,  it  is  not  at  all  clear  that  a distinction  between  two  varieties 
of  Arabic,  one  with  case,  another  without  case,  can  be  postulated  as  consti- 
tuting successive  varieties,  the  case-variety  being  the  primeval  variety  which  at 
some  point  evolved  into  a caseless  one. 

A brief  look  into  the  history  of  Western  Arabic  studies,  however,  reveals 
that  a more  nuanced  and  differentiated  attitude  to  this  question  once  held 
sway.  In  particular,  at  the  turn  of  the  twentieth  century  the  German  scholar 
Karl  Vollers  (1906:  165)  proposed  that  the  QurPaan  was  originally  composed 
in  a variety  without  case  endings.  Vollers’s  argumentation  on  this  point  is 
embedded  in  a larger  one  in  which  he  claimed  that  the  QurPaan  was  revealed 
in  a west  Arabian  dialect  differing  in  many  respects  from  Classical  Arabic.  In 
what  he  regarded  as  the  official  version  of  the  QurPaan,  this  variety  was  later 
replaced  by  a more  prestigious  variety,  associated  basically  with  an  eastern 
Arabian  dialect. 

Vollers’s  historical  interpretation  of  the  Koranic  revelation  and  later 
remodeling  according  to  classical  norms,  though  bold,  is,  as  has  been  pointe 
°ut  in  a number  of  places,  difficult  to  verify,  and  his  thesis  is  weakened  by  a 
number  of  factual  errors  regarding  the  status  of  the  variant  readings^  fact, 
it  should  be  pointed  out,  Vollers,  for  whatever  reason,  did  not  base  his 
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argument  on  a detailed  reading  of  the  QiraaPaat,  but  rather  drew  on  a range 

of  sources  including  lexicography,  grammar,  and  excerpts  from  the  QiraaPaat 
themselves. 

Despite  any  shortcomings,  however,  his  linguistic  interpretation  of  the  state 
of  Arabic  in  the  early  seventh  century  was  remarkably  prescient.  Moreover, 
1 will  attempt  to  show,  his  assumption  that  there  was  a Koranic  variant 
without  case  ending  receives  partial  support  from  the  Koranic  reading  trad- 
ition itself.  I present  this  evidence  here.  The  present  chapter  may  be  read  in 

COfim,nCtl°n  s ^948)  summary  of  a manuscript  written  perhaps  by 

century  scholar  named  al-Maliki,  in  which  various  hadith  are  cited, 
pointing  directly  and  indirectly  to  the  practice  of  reading  the  QurPaan 
without  case  endings. 

The  caseless  variety  of  Koranic  reading  was  associated  with  the  tradition  of 
, ret,  /,an  f°ranic  reader  and  grammarian  Abu  SAmr  ibn  SAlaa?  (hence- 
rhn  m °ne  °^t^le  seven  received’  QurPaan  readers  canonized  in 

uja  1 s (d.  324/936)  al-SabSfiy  1-QiraaPaat.  Abu  Amr  died  in  770,  and 

tradiLn  ,u10?  assodated  with  him  is  true,  it  would  mean  that  a 
Re  II  th  W*  k 3 C3Se  CSS  V3r'e^  *s  as  °^d  as  traditions  with  case  endings. 

(a  d , n ^ei?n8m  Written  Koranic  text>  the  mushaf,  was  unvoweled 
(and  unpomted)  and  that  it  is  precisely  the  QiraaPaat  which  give  the 

the  text  A mono  th  “ rendering  a complete  oral  interpretation  of 

has  anvoffi  • n8  ^ dlfferent  readln§  versions,  none  of  Ibn  Mujahid’s  seven 
the  eZl  7 S3nf  ° nCd  PreCedenCe  °Ver  of  ^ others  (when  or  where 
proven  y™°UJ.reader  flounshed  is  irrelevant),  so  should  any  of  them  be 

other  * 3 SS  reading>  the  caseless  reading  is  as  ‘old’  as  any 

Orientalists  of^  d°U^dess*y  not  l°st  on  Koranic  scholars,  Arabicists,  and 
woTd  t ui perfua,,0ni°ther  than  Vollers’s.  To  accept  Vollers’s  position 
case  forms  of  Amb^rT"?  rfthmkinS>  inter  alia,  of  the  status  of  caseless  vs. 
decried  the  into]  ^ f ^ ’.areadyin  1906  in  the  preface  to  his  book,  Vollers 
s“  d ht “ Which  he  Pieced  when  he  pre- 
c h L ofT  “ Arab  fol„s  in  Algiers.  For  Western  Ambicists  , lh 
^:ZP1Z'fmSUlSbtd  Tba*"  NS1"'  <■»■*>  were  probaHy  of 

further  subvariant,  the  ‘non-canonical  ™mP'et>e^verslons  were  summarized,  and  there  developed  a 
tional  readings’,  see  BergstraSer  iq,v  ,.1  t ■8?  S roi*8h  translation  of  fawaadS  al-qiraaPaat  ‘excep- 
12,  or  14  series.  The  linguistic  and  exeeeticaUMC*  T , 'known variants  which  did  not  fit  into  the  7, 10, 

In  more  recent  times  a few  scholar,  h,  ' ?.  * , ^ vanants  itself  requires  separate  attention. 

1,9  ff  > ,aken  a critical,  though  in  my  view  ulrit! (Corriente  »97i)  or  explicitly  (Zwettler  197«: 

a ely  inconclusive  evaluation,  of  the  Noldeke  tradition. 
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Certain  criticisms  by  Noldeke  are  correct.  Vollers,  for  instance,  opposes  a 
received  version  against  the  QiraaPaat,  which  is  a misinterpretation  of  the 
entire  concept  of  the  variant  readings  (see  above).3  This  observation,  however, 
hardly  invalidates  Vollers’s  thesis,  and  further  criticisms  by  Noldeke  turn  out 
to  be  surprisingly  weak  for  a scholar  of  his  stature.  Noldeke,  while  pointing  to 
the  existence  of  the  al-Pidyaam  al-kabiyr4  tradition,  never  explored  its  sig- 
nificance for  Vollers’s  thesis.  This  was  the  practice  associated  with  Abu  Amr 
(and  perhaps  Kisa?i)  of  allowing  inter-word  assimilation  according  to  various 
conditions,  which  will  be  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  sect.  4.2  below.  Noldeke 
simply  remarked  that  (as  of  1910  of  course)  the  works  describing  this  Koranic 
reading  tradition  were  not  available  (or  lost).  The  existence  of  the  tradition, 
even  if  only  rumored  or  reported  upon,  without  concrete  exemplification, 
could  have  given  Noldeke  cause  for  circumspection,  rather  than  rejection  of 
its  significance.  Furthermore,  Noldeke  was  aware  that  Sibawaih  had  written 
on  inter-word  assimilation,5  even  if  Sibawaih  never  linked  it  to  a particular 
Koranic  tradition,  so  the  question  of  the  existence  of  the  phenomenon  in 
classical  times  would  presumably  not  have  been  an  issue  for  Noldeke.  Rather 
than  assume  an  air  of  caution,  however,  Noldeke  displayed  a zealousness  in 
rejecting  Vollers’s  thesis  which  carried  him  beyond  the  bounds  of  measured 
academic  judgment. 

Der  Orientale  neigt  dazu,  den  feierlichen  Vortrag  heiliger  Texte  kiinstlich  zu  gestalten; 
das  taten  auch  die  Juden  und  die  Syrer.  Aber  die  wirkliche  Sprache  blickt  doch  liberal] 
durch.  Und  das  lafit  sich  mit  Sicherheit  sagen:  hatten  der  Prophet  und  seine  glaubigen 
Zeitgenossen  den  Koran  ohne  I’rab  gesprochen,  so  ware  die  Tradition  davon  mcht 
spurlos  untergegangen.  (1910:  2) 

The  Oriental  is  inclined  to  intone  holy  texts  with  artificial  pomp.  The  [ancient]  Jews 
and  Syrians  did  the  same.  Nonetheless,  the  true  language  is  perceptible  behind  the 


3 Though  a misinterpretation  all  too  prevalent  in  contemporary  Arabic  studies.  Allen  ^99  5 ' >’ 

intended  as  a standard  textbook  on  Arabic  literature,  describes  the  process  of  establishing  a single 
written  version  of  them  as  the  canonical  source  and  declaring  other  versions  non  <jan°"  , . 
ignores  the  entire  Islamic  QiraaPaat  tradition,  representing  the  situation  roughly  as  o er 
1906  with  one  received  version  opposed  to  various  non-canonical  ones.  Noldeke  s criticisms  of  nea  y 

One  hundred  years  ago  are  as  relevant  here  as  they  were  in  Vollers  s time.  Hesiunation 

3 Pidvaam  = form  IV  verbal  noun;  alternatively  a form  VIII  verbal  noun  ,s  used  for  the  designation, 
iddiyaam.  ...  . f 

5 Even  here  Noldeke  errs  in  points  of  editorial  detail  and  in  points  of  edition 

mstance  alludes  to  ch.  564  as  Sibawaih’s  chapter  on  Pidraam , though  tjj  cj,  -66 

discussion  of  Pidraam  does  not  begin  until  ch.  565,  and  inter-word  ass.manonnot.mtiUh^OA 
More  seriously,  Noldeke  appears T assume  that  Sibawaih  discusses  «*a^  * 
conditions  relating  to  al-Pidraam  al-kabiyr  as  did  Abu  Amr.  Such  an  assump  h j an 

**  be  argued,  if  Abu  Amr’s  rendition  basically  lacks  final  short  vowels.  This,  however, 

aQcumn»: 
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^7,7, “I  77°"  ",h  ““«*  * »• if  ■**  P">Phe.  and  hi,  contpan- 
h*ve  dtaa^XnU  tZ  ^ ^ “< 

'>r,jblt™  l,ere  ls  ,hat  NoUeke's  conclusion  (how  could  the  tradition  have 

emwEl  h' rT  SUPP°ned  by  “^‘"8  bul  N6I"'’S  °™  (rhetorically 
K'ol.M  . I ' ™>*  1 w'IIJhl  draw  attention  to  four  points  in 

tohM.  A ; Nb‘deke  W0Ul11  aN*”  *°  “ that  the  (JLta 
“"T  7^“*.  hiuhammad’s  actual  speed,.  Perhaps  he  is  onl, 

' s hSho  ^ “S'  °cfV°“m'S  °W”  assumptions  in  this  regatd.  though 
«£rr  '7  8 ,radi,i°n  “<*“  Oo-ho  fears  after  the 
,7b«  h»e.  or  would  have  even  attempted  to,  preserve 
Orientalia  b ' ^ pr°nunciatl0n  Wlth  perfect  accuracy  (see  Beck  ’s  series  in 
This  leads'  to  8tk  f°r  “ introduction  to  some  of  the  relevant  issues), 

decenhahzed  I ' T7L1 PT  If  ""  readi"S  tradition  in  fact  represented 
sh^To^’a  „ y 77  al,erna*iV“  “ *>»*  red.,, ion,  then  there 
traditions  had  a ca  °?  ^ - * "°  c""(rH(hction  in  finding  that  one  of  these 
was  ^associate  ,7  K ils  teia'  ^ideke's  (and  Vollers's)  mistake 

Third  S t 77  m,h  ""  P'™"  »f  1 tt“  Prophet 
caseless  variety  of  Arabian  ™'SC°"*Uues  ,he  symholic  importance  of  a 
the  Abu  Amr  traHit  ? H readln8  tradition-  I will  argue  below  that 

n°nl  pbC  ‘"“yf"®1  - reP-nring  such  a 
this  variety  represented  as  one  ?^a?aat  tradltlon  (e-g-  Mujahid,  Jazan)  is 
teristic  of  the  Abu  Amr  tradif  ^u"8  ^ [?lSraab'>-  The  defining  charac- 
presence  of  assimilation  Tb‘  10n’  °Wever’  1S  not  lack  of  case  endings,  but 
assimilation’  eventually  (see  n !)h,  7 **  termal~?,dyaam  al-kabiyr  ‘major 
PihaaP  al-Pfiraab).  Recallino  \ ecam^  associated  with  it  (rather  than,  say 

to  the  grammatical,  the  lack  c/stiL^?1*10"  practices  are  Prior 

stigmatization  might  have  k gmatization  of  the  Abu  Amr  tradition,  a 
its  estabBshn^S^^^  8T  character,  is  due  to 

established  in  the  Islamir  a-  etermedthe  ideology  of  PiSraab’  became 
simply  did  not  havethe'no  tradltlo"‘  In  **  early  history  of  Islam,  PKraab 
lished  for  it  (see  Larcher  f ^ ^ ^°rCe  whi<dl  die  grammarians  later  estab- 
Fourth,  and  fir XTIT"**  * ^ and  *005*). 
Noldeke’s  cognizance  of  th  ^ P°int  aduded  to  above,  that  given 

^ silentio,  i.e.  lack  of  concrete  texts  1 ^l1'00’  ^ 3ppeal  t0  argumentation 

,tSTo  thri’  oin910’ 10537  the  least’  da^gerous8  ^ 113(1111011 

in  the conceptualizationof early  interesting  ideological  issues 

y Arabic,  but  thus  far  not  to  concrete  linguistic 
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ones,  or  at  least,  not  ones  for  which  concrete  linguistic  data  has  been  applied. 
Clearly,  therefore,  the  existence  of  a traditional  work  describing  the  function- 
ing of  al-Pidxaam  al-kabiyr  is  of  crucial  importance  in  putting  the  discussion 
on  a concrete  linguistic  footing.6 

4.1.  Sharh  Tayyibat  al-Nashr:  A Fifteenth-Century  Treatise  on 
Koranic  Variants 

Such  a document  is  provided  by  the  Sharh  Tayyibat  al-Nashr,  a work  in  the 
variant  reading  ( QiraaPaat ) tradition  written  by  Ibn  al-Jazariy  (henceforth, 
Jazari)  and  commentated  by  a modern  scholar,  Ali  Muhammad  al-Dabbaafi 
(henceforth,  Dabbafi).  Jazari  died  in  833/1429  in  Damascus.  The  work  is  about 
330  pages  long,  consisting  of  rhymed  verse  written  by  Jazari,  with  detailed 
explanation  by  Dabbafi.  As  is  the  nature  of  such  texts,  the  meat  of  t e 
explanation  lies  in  the  commentary  (sharh).  Here  I should  note  one  condi 
tional  caveat  to  the  following  analysis.  It  rests,  namely,  for  the  most  part  on 
DabbaS’s  amplification  of  Jazari’s  text.  While  it  maybe  assumed  that  DabbaS  s 
interpretation  is  correct  and  faithful  to  his  sources,  I have  not  confirme  0 
them  independently  myself,  on  the  basis  of  other  medieval  QiraaPaat  texts. 

The  editor  Anis  Mahra  appropriately  places  the  Sharh  Tayyibat  a Nas 
within  the  Koranic  reading  tradition.  Jazari  is  said  to  have  studied  twelve 
different  Koranic  variants,  and  in  the  present  work  deals  with  ten  i 
ones,  as  follows.8  The  first  seven  are  identical  with  Ibn  Mujahid’s  basic  seven 
reading  traditions,  the  last  three  additional,  sanctioned  traditions. 


6 Pretzl  (1934:  293)  implies  that  the  al-Pidraam  al-kabir  tradition  i.  : liml ^ 
readers,  noting  that  bn  Mujahid  himself  did  not  mention  it.  His  mformation “ 

correct.  The  editor  of  a standard  and  more  recent  edition  of  Ibn  Mujahid  s al-SMafy  agwto* 
Shawqi  Dayf  (r972),  notes  in  his  introduction  to  the  al-Pidraan,  al-kabtyr  (p.  lk3)  he  (?ayO  edit«t 
his  chapter  on  this  subject  on  the  basis  of  non-consecutive  pages  which  he  fowl Hn  t 
and  ordered  them  before  al-Baqara  (second  chapter  of  QurPaan),  an  °8°  topjc 

works  on  the  QiraaPaat  (like  Dani).  It  would  therefore  appear  that 

treated  in  Ibn  Mujahid,  whose  work  is  the  most  important  in  e Qir  a receive(l  schools, 

7 Ibn  Mujahid  summarizes  different  treatments  of  Adranm  conditions  defined  in  the 

noting  that  Abu  Amr  (pp.  116-22)  assimilated  inter-word,  basic^ly  un  ^ rea(k  ^ foUows: 

Sharb  Tayyibat  al-Nashr.  His  basic  generalization  relating  o l ?awwa^  and  ^imilate  the  first 
Abu  Amr  would  delete  the  vowel  of  the  first  consonan  different  words  and  of  the  same 

consonant  in  the  second,  if  the  consonants  were  both  vowe  , what  he  means  by  ‘of  the 

pattern  (lalaa  rniBaal  waahid)'.  Ibn  Mujahid  does  not  go  into  e a ^ is  found  in  DabbaS’s 


summary  of  al-Pidraam  al-kabiyr. 

• See  SAbd  Allah  (1984: 179-218)  for  information  about  the 
variants,  the  relationship  between  the  reading  tradition  and  the 
basic  points  regarding  the  variant  readings. 


standard  Koranic  variants,  exceptional 
written  Koranic  text,  and  various  other 
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Table  4.1.  Koranic  readers 


Reader 

Nafi' 

Ibn  Kathir 
Abu  ffmr 
Ibn  /lmir 
ftsim 
Hamza 
KisaPi 
Abu  Ja'far 
Ya'qub 
Bazzar 


Medina 

Mecca 

Basra 

Damascus 

Kufa 

Kufa 

Kufa 

Medina 

Basra 

Baghdad 


Date  of  death 

169/785 

120/737 

154/770 

118/736 

127/745 

156/772 

189/804 

130/748 

205/820 

229/843 


instance  the?51  tbe  brst  150  Pa8es  are  taken  up  with  general  topics,  for 
(66  ff  sees  tTTf  °f  ^ vocalization  of  the  3MSG  object  pronoun  hu 

( laam  murannnn  CC\  ma?  muracMacla>  !33  ff.,  see  sect.  1.6.6  above),  l 

~y  (148  ff ) St  T 139  ’ PaUSaI  phenomena  (141  ff,  see  sect.  1.6.3.)  and  final 

successive  v treat  P‘  t0pks  relatin8  *o  chapter  are 

faatiha)  treated  LriieTuT  ff^rL^  “T?  f°r  **  ^ 

associated  with  u 4 ‘ ‘ Tbe  reac*ers  and  the  chain  of  transmission 

" SUmmariZCd  3t  the  ^ be«  of  the  work, 
reading  issues.  As  ih  t0  represent  an  orthodox  treatment  of  variant 
first  (though  thev  ” Ujabid’  for  instance,  general  issues  are  treated 

is  comparable^  If  7 l^31-  Jazari/?abbaS’s  treatment  of  3MSG  -hu 
Among*!  **  °f  to*-*),  for  instance, 

the  Sharh  Tayyibat  al-Na^lhZ  ^ °f  afsunilatlon  are  distinguished  in 

deal  primarily  with  assimila’tin  °F  mm°r  3nd  <big’  or  ‘maior’  Both  W®* 
(106-13),  al-Pidraam  nl  ■ ^ 3Cross  wor<l  boundaries.  Little  assimilation 

consonant  ( preposition  escribes  assimilation  when  a word  ends  in  a 

-MaUo^SZ-  “Zr f SUCh,“  « ^ -Me  big,  or  'n,a,o,' 

treated  (54-66)  desrrih  • ^7’  lgger  a so  *n  the  detail  with  which  it  is 
Major assirnilati'oniTth^fi .IT  0 when  3 sho*  fi"al  vowel  is  left  off’ 

it  occurs  a,  lhe  very b“,“e>  PabbaS “P18®' 

mples  cited  I represent  final  vowels  simply  because  this  mode  of 
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(1)  al-rahiym-i  malik-i  — > al-rahiym  malik-i  (1:  2) 

art-merciful  -GEN  master-GEN 
‘Most  merciful,  Master. . . (I:  3/4) 10 

Both  types  of  assimilation  pertain  to  complete  assimilation,  the  pronunci- 
ation of  two  consonants  ( harfaan ) as  one.  The  different  grades  of  assimilation 
treated  by  the  grammarians  (e.g.  Sibawaih  chs.  565-9)  are  thus  not  distin- 
guished here. 

Although  major  assimilation  is  given  prominence  in  the  Sharh  Tayyibat  al- 
Nashr,  in  fact  being  one  of  the  longest  thematic  sections  in  the  book,  it  is  not  a 
widespread  phenomenon  among  the  readers.  It  is  associated  with  the  Basran 
reader  Abu  Amr  via  his  interpreter,  Suwsi.  It  may  also  be  associated  with  the 
Kufan  KisaPi  through  his  interpreter  Duri  (54). 

The  tradition  relating  to  major  assimilation  is  not  a unitary  one,  though 
specific  names  are  cited  only  inconsistently.  Dabbafi  for  example  speaks  of 
some  of  the  followers  of  major  assimilation  (Pashaab  al-Pidxaam)  who 
assimilate  in  a certain  (jussive)  context,  while  others  do  not  (56).  Later  he 
refers  to  the  ‘readers  of  assimilation’  ( ruwaat  al-Pidxaam).  On  the  other  hand, 
regarding  the  phrase  al-raPs-u  fayban  only  Susi  is  said  to  assimilate  ( al-raPsh 
fayban  ‘the  head  (glistening)  of  white  hair’  (19:  4)  (58).  It  is  also  noted  that 
certain  readers  outside  the  assimilation  tradition  assimilate  certain  Koranic 
excerpts  (61-5),  that  Hamza,  for  example,  assimilated  t in  four  instances.  In 
one  comment  (63)  it  is  noted  that  among  current  practitioners  of  assimilation 
a phonetic  realization  is  preferred  where  a slight,  undifferentiated  vocalic 
trace  (a  weakening  quality,  rawm,  see  Sibawaih  II:  307,  see  sect.  1.6.3  above) 
is  left  between  the  assimilated  sounds,  whereas  among  the  classical  readers 
(al-qudamaaP)  complete  assimilation  was  preferred. 

4-2.  Linguistic  Attributes  of  ‘Major  Assimilation’ 

Though  dealing  basically  with  similar  phenomena,  impressionistically,  the 
linguistic  treatment  of  the  variant  readings  is  more  sophisticated  in  the  Sharh 
Tayyibat  al-Nashr  than  in  Ibn  Mujahid’s  tenth-century  prototype.  This  is  in 
evidence  in  the  treatment  of  major  assimilation.  The  technical  terminology  is 
compatible  with  the  sophisticated  linguistic  treatment  of  assimilation 

representation  wifi  be  familiar  to  the  informed  reader.  Although  there  is  a degree  of  inconsistency  in 
the  mode  of  representation,  the  reader  should  take  the  discussion  in  sect.  4-3  as  representing  the 
proposed  analysis  of  the  Abu  Amr  tradition. 

10  The  Koranic  citations  in  Jazari  are  not  specified  according  to  chapter  and  verse.  Many  areumqu 
collocations,  but  some  are  not,  and  for  these  I have  chosen  an  arbitrary  passage  from  the  Qurt'aan 
'vhich  matches  Jazari ’s  citation. 
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(Pidyaam)  in  the  standard  grammars,  and  farther  technical  terminology  is 

introduced  appropriate  to  its  status  in  the  Koranic  variants.  Thus,  at  the  very 

eginnmg  of  his  chapter  three  conditions  are  distinguished,  that  involving 

nvo  identical  consonants  (mutamaaOalaan)  such  as  the  two  ms  in  (i)  above, 

two  with  the  same  place  (muxraj)  of  articulation  such  as  6-6,  and  two  which 

are  close  in  terms  of  place/manner  of  articulation,  such  as  6-t. 

1S,  rther  in  evidence  in  the  interaction  of  major  assimilation  with 

•l  lnguistic  rules.  This  may  be  illustrated  in  the  interpretation  (57)  of 

' 3 rj16 ^ aa  a^  ^uwPn  Lot’s  people’,  which  is  noted  to  occur  four  times 

(?a<hn  h T 1 e'^'  27‘  54-  33)-  The  practitioners  of  major  assimilation 

is  annl'^  hi  u ^-7  are  d*V‘ded  as  to  whether  assimilation  (— »•  Paal  luwtin) 

form  erCj  °Se  Wb°  d°  n0t  accePt  ft  would  appear  to  argue  that  the 

Drior  \n  a*  UI\  Cr^°ne  t0°  many  morpho-phonological  changes  (' iilla,  two 

seouenrVtT  t0  * W 3 further  one-  namely  major  assimilation.  The 
sequence  of  rules  would  be: 

(2)  Pahl(a)  ( luwtin ) Base  form  (Past) 

" P“Pl,(.a).  a“Wt°in)  transformation  (qalb)  oihtoP 
(luw!m)  change  ( badat)  of  PaP  to  Paa 
Paul  (luwtin)  major  assimilation. 

mainstre^eArahPr°i!lenlS|  surroundin8  thls  derivation  fall  squarely  within 
mainstream  Arabic  phonological  discourse. 

applyurnl^s8mle!tatUSfif  ^ assimilation  il * stated  that  it  is  sanctioned  to 
t Zt  o T 7 f?rbid  * fr°m  doin8  so> i e'  that  assimilation  is, 
any,  the  status  of  th  ‘ 6 “ni"ark^d  0Ptl0n.  An  important  question  is  what,  if 
mendon ^ ^abbaS  no  explicit 

two  similar  consonants  Sa  7)  M,Ujahld  (u6)  sPedficaUy  says  that  when 
fast  should  be  mad  11  waa^^)  in  two  words  meet,  that  the 

clearly  takes  ^hevow  77? a»d  then  assimilated.  He 

point  of  view,  suchYnp0™5  ^ b3S1C‘  Fr°m  a Procedural  and  pedagogical 

however,  was  severely  praakaTandc5  t0  7 Ibn  Muiahid’s  work, 

of  theoretical  issues,  even  if  hi,  °mPllatory>  largely  devoid  of  discussion 

morpho-phonological  practice  The  3 b3Sk  knowledSe  of  Arabk 

point  as  having  a final  short  hi  h ^ ]bat  °ne  Can  describe  the  starting 
vowels  were  underlying  in  the  Ah  1°^  ^ n0t  necessari]y  mean  that  the 
Conditions  “ 1 T"  ta 

,en"s-  Phonologictdly,  for 

in  al-baqqu  ka-man  ‘is  the  tnidTrt  ° ^ ™der8°  maJor  assimilation,  as 

’ e one---  (13:  19.  see  n.  15).  Moreover, 
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assimilation  is  not  favored  when  the  short  vowel  occurs  after  two  consonants 
(of  which  the  geminate  condition  is  a special  case).  Thus  the  assimilation  of 
the  n of  nahnu  laka  — > nahl  laka  ‘we  for  you’  is  singled  out  as  exceptional 
because  the  n occurs  after  a consonant  (i.e.  Cn). 

Morpho-phonologically  assimilation  is  said  not  to  apply11  to  the  agentive 
pronoun  -tu,  as  in  xalaqtu  tiynan  ‘I  created  from  mud’,12  while  a number  of 
lexical  exceptions  are  stated,  illustrated  inter  alia  in  sect.  4.3  below. 

With  a few  exceptions  (see  below)  major  assimilation  describes  inter-word 
assimilation  governed  by  various  phonological  contexts.  As  noted  above,  in 
opposition  to  minor  assimilation,  all  cases  involve  words  which  normally  end 
in  a short  vowel.  Note  that  the  relevant  distinguishing  characteristic  is  simply 
a short  vowel,  not  a morpho-phonological  category  such  as  inflectional  vowel 
(PXraab)  or  fixed  lexical  vowel  ( binaaP ).  One  thus  finds  examples  such  as  (3) 
and  (4)  treated  in  the  same  paragraph,  under  the  same  conditions  (assimila- 
tion of  l,  r,  58),  though  the  first  case  involves  the  absence  of  a lexical  vowel 
(-a),  the  latter  of  a genitive  inflectional  -i. 

(3)  qaala  rabb-u-kum  — *■  qaar  rabbukum 

said  God-  NOM-your 

‘he  (Moses)  said  your  God . . .’  (26:  26) 

(4)  Pilaa  sabiyl-i  rabbi-ka  — ► Pilaa  sabiyr  rabbika 

to  way-GEN  God-your 

‘on  the  way  of  your  Lord’  (16: 125) 

The  categories  of  consonants  allowing  major  assimilation  are  dealt  with 
sequentially  (56-61),  and  will  be  summarized  non-exhaustively  here.  By  far 
the  largest  class  concerns  the  progressive  assimilation  of  t/d,  which  may  be 
assimilated  to  a following:  s,  6,  6,  d,  t,  f,  0,  z,  s,  and  j as  in 

(5)  yakaad-u  sanan  barqi-hi  — ► yakaas  sanan . . . 

be  near-IND  flash  lightning-his 

‘the  flash  of  his  lightning  nearly. . .’  (24:  43) 

and  l,  r,  as  in  (4)  above  and  in 

(6)  Pathar-u  lakum  — > Pathal  lakum 
‘(they  are)  purer  than  you . . .’  11:  78- 

Further  consonant  sequences  allowing  assimilation  are  d-f,  k q (see  below),  6 
s/s/j,  j-t  and  b-m.  A number  of  these  are  (as  (3)  above)  lexically  restricted. 


11  The  terminological  opposite  of  Pidyaam  is  PiSbaar,  where  the  original  conMnan  ppe 

12  tt 1 t j th * -ta  (i.e.  use  -t  alone)  in  one  fragment  (57-*- 
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assimilates  to  m,  for  instance,  only  in  the  word  yuSaddibu  ‘he  punishes’  (e.g. 

2:  284),  as  m yuSaddim  man  ‘he  punishes  whomever’,  n may  be  assimilated  in 
certain  words. 

Generally  major  assimilation  occurs  in  contexts  where  the  high  vowels  i, 

1/  non~a^~’J‘c^Yaam  al-kabiyr  tradition).  In  sequences  of 

r’  or  example>  assimilation  is  allowed  only  in  the  verb  qaala  (see 

^ VCj'  Se<^?enCeS  Cda  do  not  allow  assimilation  of  d unless  explicidy 
sanctioned,  and  so  on. 

The  unmarked  direction  of  assimilation  appears  to  be  progressive  (first 
/ \ an  a**im  31  j1^ to  second),  which  accounts  for  the  opposite  effects  in 
to  first)  as  in^  ^ ^ C3SeS’  ^owever>  °f  regressive  assimilation  (second 

(7)  xalaqaka  — > xalaq-qa 

‘(who)  created  you’  (18:  37). 

unrafkedTaKthat  thC  natUre  °f 46  COns“  PlaXs  a role  here,  with  the 
ants  occur  wh & pro8ress‘ve  assimilation,  unless  certain  sets  of  conson- 
in  (7)  \ j.  C[e°  er  precedence  factors  are  operative  (q  over  k for  instance, 
is  M 

Pe^7artSX™o'fted2^T1la0n  “ within  this  ““W 

What  it  mu  (■  j ^ object  suffix  -fat,  illustrated  in  (7)  above 
purZ' frr“°ned  ““  “ the  ■”“>  directly  concerns  the 

exists  (the  use  of  df  ’ namdy  argUment  that  a Koranic  reading  tradition 
Z T?  ^ UnderKneS  **  fart  that  ^ traditions  never 

morpho-phonologicds^atus^thl  fiL^V  **  ^ referenCe  to  &e 

pronominal  suffk-t,  mentioned  , ^na  J°rt  vowels  pertains  to  the  agentive 

vowels  is  not  only  irrelevant  as  3 ^ 7**  ****  °T  m°de  St3tUS  °f  **  ^ 
absence  of  the  final  short  ’ 1 CXamp  “ such  as  (2.  4 vs.  5)  indicate;  the 
nomena  as  well  hence  the  S 1S  tFeated  as  a basically  phonological  phe- 

(3-  6 vs  7)  Sn the  S1°n  °f  b°th  feed  “d  inflectional  vowels  e.g. 

- 7 W,thln  the  same  conceptual  framework 

^oZtlZVZT  ,ta  Ab“  Ws  «Wdr«um  ahkMyr  was  also 
Ibn  Mujahid  (is7l  net  an  any  specific  constraints  related  to  assimilation. 

Pron uuciahoVSiXutZ  o T ^ “ * T <«■**> 

where  no  one  else  did  fwa  l 3nd  11131  he  assimilated  in  places 

yu?9ir  al-taxfiyffi  qiraaPatihi  i^ru”133  ?axbartuka  bihi  min  Pannahu  kaan 
?annu  kaan  yudvim  m^  1 ^ aWaK*i  Salaa 
Furthermore,  in  a report  tt  k ,maa  133  ya^aad  yudvimuhu  xayruhu). 

report  attributed  to  al-Yazidi,  he  is  said  to  have  often 
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deleted  a short  [i]  or  [u]  completely  at  the  end  of  the  verb,  before  a suffix.  The 
tradition  to  be  sure  is,  not  unusually,  contradictory  here.  Other  reports  say 
only  that  he  weakens  a final  vowel.  It  is  clear,  in  any  case,  that  in  the  Abu  Amr 
tradition,  more  so  even  than  elsewhere,  a short  final  vowel  was  of  negligible 
functional  status. 

4.3.  Interpretive  Summary 

One  point  that  emerges  from  the  present  discussion  is  the  legitimacy  of  the 
al-Pidxaam  al-kabiyr,  major  assimilation  tradition.  Jazari/DabbaS  present  the 
topic  as  an  uncontroversial  one  and  embed  it  in  a linguistic  discourse  (e.g.  (2) 
above)  which  clearly  reflects  a long  association  with  Arabic  grammar  (see  n.  6 
for  Ibn  Mujahid).  Noldeke  was  premature  to  ignore  its  significance. 

That  said,  there  remain  interpretive  problems  in  embedding  this  particular 
tradition  into  an  understanding  of  the  form  of  Old  Arabic  in  all  its  varieties, 
an  understanding  of  which  is  a prerequisite  for  the  reconstruction  of  proto- 
Arabic.  I will  begin  by  outlining  positions  which  may  be,  or  have  been 
advocated  by  others  and  work  my  way  towards  what  I think  a plausible 
reading  of  the  facts  allows. 

Before  proceeding,  I should  note  that  I believe  a fuller  discussion  of  the  Abu 
Amr  tradition  will  require,  inter  aha,  a representation  of  the  problem  in  a 
contemporary  phonological  framework,  perhaps  more  than  one,  to  elucidate 
the  question  from  different  perspectives.  Furthermore,  assumptions  concern- 
ing Old  Arabic  syllable  structure  and  stress  are  relevant,  the  basis  of  which  is 
not  always  readily  discernible  even  in  the  more  detailed  grammatical  texts. 
I would  reiterate,  in  any  case,  that  the  major  assimilation  tradition  is  about 
phonology,  morpho-phonological  constraints  playing  only  a limited  role  (see 
discussion  above  concerning  the  perfect  verb  suffix  -tu),  so  that  understand- 
ing the  tradition  requires  a phonologically  sound  interpretation. 

As  noted  above,  the  al-Puhaam  al-kabiyr  tradition  is  generally  silent  about 
the  underlying  status  of  the  final  short  vowels,  the  absence  of  which  is 
necessary  to  trigger  assimilation.  A literalist  reading  might  argue  that  even 
in  the  tradition  of  major  assimilation  the  short  vowels  are  present  in  under- 
lying structure  in  all  instances  and  deleted  in  those  cases  where  assimilation 
occurs.  Such  an  interpretation  requires  two  rules,  one  deleting  the  vowel  (8a), 
the  second  assimilating  the  consonant  (8b).  I will  represent  the  rules  linearly, 
in  the  manner  of  the  medieval  Arabic  grammarians.  The  subscript  a repre 
sents  an  assimilable  consonant. 


(8a)  Q.-VhfCa  ->  Q,#C» 
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(8b)  Cla#C2a  ->  C2aC2a 

Example  (8a)  says  that  short  high  vowels  are  deleted  word  finally  (ignoring 
lmiting  conditions  described  above),  while  (8b)  is  the  assimilation  rule 
proper  (assuming  assimilation  only  between  the  requisite  consonants,  the 
script  a mar  s assimilable  consonants).  The  rules  must  apply  sequen- 
tially. Logically  (8b)  cannot  precede  (8a),  since  (8a)  creates  the  environment 
or  assimilation  to  operate.  Example  (8a)  is  thus  in  a feeding  relation  to  (8b), 

T,  r!  rPrefnted  <(8a)  (8b) ’ is  linguistically  odd  about 

h s is  that  (8a)  applies  only  in  those  cases  where  (8b)  does,  that  is,  that  it 

nhono?  P.  i C (8b)  haS  °perated-  Within  the  Arabic  morpho- 

phono  ogical  tradition  where  rules  work  sequentially  such  a formal  represen- 
tation is  unusual  (though  perhaps  not  unique). 

described  hw^  above’  the  al-Pithaam  al-kabiyr  tradition  as 

loral  t?dl  M ? , " Cmbedded  in  3 weP" articulated  Arabic  phono- 

£rri°  Tr-  h is  reI—t,  therefore,  briefly  to  consider 
3 bu  one  veS  f ltl0n'i  USC  Sib3Waih  “ 1116  basis  of  discussion.  Having 

ZSzrr-:  Abu  Amr  ^ ^ **  °n 

zr‘° w',h  a 

Mowed  °‘ .““Mum,,,  rules  of  the  type  (8a) 

intetpretive  problem,.  Rufe  of  die  t(fe  h°WeV"’  ""r'  Z 

boundary  are  • . , I'pe  t8b)>  assimilation  across  a word 

his  examples  assume  a C-final  word  iiTtt  deSCnptlon  of  assiml]ation, 
l-sukuwri),  such  as  idhabfiy  _>  iShafftv  « P°Sltl0n  (,‘e-  mabniy  qdaa 
raPayta  ‘did  you  see’  (H:  461  iy  8°  ,°  (46l:  6)  or  hal  raPayta  -*•  bar 
imperative  singular  verb  + xr/V  n ^ dierefore  are  typically  either 

accounted  for  by  (8b),  without  the  need  fort  l+  ^ ^ 

One  exception,  involving  V-final  wnrHc  * ■ 
sonants  on  either  side  of  the  worH  k a pertains  to  cases  where  the  con- 
assimilation  is  allowed,  as  in  ounc*ary  are  the  same.  Here  cross-word 

(9)  jrfaU  hka  .he  ^ ^ (n:  ^ 

Sibawaih  sets  preferences  here,  however  in  n w , 

the  consonants  are  identical,  and  f • partlcular  allowing  this  only  when 
breaks  up  a long  series  of  open  svinh^11”8  Wben  the  deletion  of  the  vowel 

eS’ in  dtis  case  five  (see  sect.  2.4.2  (21)  )• 

13  11  is  relevant  to  note  that  Sibawaih’.  v , c 

Whtle  Jazari,  for  example,  aUows  in  detail  from  JazariV 

' g-  (6>  above),  Sibawaih  does  not  (II:  461.  6). 
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He  also  gives  a few  examples  of  deletion  even  where  the  deleted  vowel  is  a case 
ending,  as  in 

(10)  dawb-u  bakrin  — ► Oawb  bakrin  ‘Bakr’s  cloth’  (II:  457-18). 

Whether  cases  such  as  these  count  as  assimilation  (as  I have  provisionally 
termed  it)  is  debatable,  however,  as  a geminate  consonant  necessarily  arises  as 
soon  as  the  two  identical  consonants  are  juxtaposed.14  Formally,  they  are 
exhaustively  accounted  for  by  (8a),  appropriately  formulated  to  specify  iden- 
tical consonants,  so  there  is  no  need  to  postulate  the  sequence  (8a)  followed 
by  (8b). 

Looking  at  the  problem  from  the  perspective  of  (8a),  while  elision  of  a short 
high  vowel  in  an  open  syllable  within  a word  is  not  unattested  (e.g.  Sibawaih 
II:  277,  Salima  — > Salma  ‘learn’),  such  cases  do  not  feed  into  a further 
assimilation  rule  such  as  (8b).  As  in  (9),  (10)  sequences  of  two  identical 
consonants  on  either  side  of  the  vowel  will  give  rise  to  a geminate  consonant, 
though  as  with  (9),  (10)  there  is  no  need  to  invoke  an  extra  assimilation  rule  as 
the  gemination  arises  as  soon  as  the  vowel  deletes,  as  in  (11). 

(11)  yaqtatil  — > yaqtitil  — ► (yaqttil)  — ► yaqittil 15  ‘combat  (II:  459-  3) 

For  Sibawaih,  then  (8a)  applies  within  words,  and  between  words  only  when 
the  two  consonants  are  identical;  (8b)  applies  across  word  boundaries,  with 
an  input  in  which  two  consonants  abut  on  one  another. 

In  Sibawaih,  while  (8a)  and  (8b)  are  needed  as  independent  rules,  there  is  no 
evidence  that  they  should  be  construed  in  a feeding  relation,  with  the  output  of 
(8a)  feeding  into  the  input  of  (8b).  This  being  so,  a rule  of  the  type  8a  — 1 8b 
would,  in  Classical  Arabic  phonology,  be  unique  to  the  one  Abu  Amr  reading 
tradition.  The  situation  can  be  summarized  as  a scala,  as  in  (12). 16 

(12a)  C,-Vh#Ci  ->  Cl C,  (Sibawaih) 

(12b)  CJa-Vh#C* ->  C2.C2,  ( Abu  Amr) 

(12c)  C # C — C C (?) 


“ As  an  alternative  to  assimilation,  there  is  also  always  the  possibility  of  keeping  the  consonants 

separate  with  a murmur  vowel  (ixfaa?).  ^ , 

15  The  change  from  yaqtatil  to  yaffil  would  appear  to  be  interpreted  bySibawa.h  in termsofvo™ 

assimilation.  The  vowel  /i/between  the  q and  tt  is  an  epenthetic  one.  The  third  stage  is  not  stated 
explicitly  by  Sibawaih,  though  may  be  assumed  (Orin  Gensler,  pc.).  ,,  ,_,ahn 

16  I can  dispense  with  one  argument  in  favor  of  postulating  (12a)  (=  (8a))  as  prior  to  (u  ) ( ( )■ 
This  would  run  along  the  line  of  Noldeke’s  explanation  for  the  lack  of  tanmyri  in  Arabic ^script,  namely 
that  the  basis  of  the  writing  tradition  are  pausal  forms.  One  could  conceivably 

major  assimiiation  as  well  is  pausal  forms,  those  without  final  short  vowels.  However, 

account  for  the  lack  of  the  short  vowels,  it  hardly  could  simultaneously  account  for  the  assumption, 

which,  logically,  requires  lack  of  pause. 
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SlrSv  d“Cribed  by  Sib“Waih;  <Ub)'  “^"8  <■“>  “ »'“•  » ** 

TrP  “ Ib"  Mu’ahid  "i* » “ vowel  under- 
SconZ  P "J"  S,ef.WOu]d  be  (>*),  wi*  fi„„  high  vowels  presen, 
underlying  form”"1',11)  * ldentlcal  10  fshi- except  that  it  is  taken  as  the 

(1  e (W 1 mT't  t depend“'  °"  *'  dele,ion  of  a “ short  high  vowel 
I'  ^ ^ (,2Chs  "ot  descrihed  as  a general  case  in  the  literature,  so  far 

ww£ ; llaT,0n  °P'n  f”  reconstruch°n,  as  I will  ondine  presendy. 
plausible  alternative's  read^awhl^tle^  Rather  ^th  " * 

t -v-*4 a — 

Zesent  J^LTh  b'8b  V°Wd!  pres™<  ip  P'ac«.  This  is 

otaaTor  i i”  iS  a Tp  Tb“  fo™“l«ion  is  implicit  in  ,h,  very  existence 

hensible  as  assimilaien.^fr'rs™"'™0'1  ' slraightforwardly  compre- 
ation  has  the  important  effect  ofh  ■ S UndeJ  close  junrtnre.  This  interpret- 
Sibawaih’s  own  description  of  cm  ^a”8  the  phenomenon  into  line  with 
identical  consonants  Sihaw  h ..SS~Word  assimilation:  with  the  exception  of 
word  ends  in  a consonant  in  th  ^ asslmilation  only  where  the  first 
basic  input  allows  the  al  Piiha  C Tift*’  AssuminS  C-final  words  as  the 

t “ wi,hin  main- 

tioned^FirstTmy  £££*•  *°  *■  ™ a»,ysis  may  be  men- 
assimilation  occurs  buTak  b ““  3 C'final  inPut  not  only  when 
below),7Iam:;::;^tt°delen  aSSimilation  does  not  occur  (see  (i4b) 
the  Abu  Amr  tradition  For  a8a,nst  this  position  can  be  found  even  in 
Amr  would  ‘imalize’  (aa  -+  iT^r  'h  Mujahid  (p-  149)  notes  that  Abu 
genitive  ending  (e.g.  daati  qarier'in  ‘afford  **  wherC  iS  3 

reading  of  the  Abu  Amr  tradition  ,lng  rest’  Q 23:  5«).  Using  a literal 

assimilation  to  those  described  bWfT  M ^ the  instances  of  inter-word 
Against  a lit.ralis,  riding  i^h  b)  <=  b)»  Wow), 

matical  elements  in  the  Oiran?n  argue  l^at  the  status  of  many  gram- 
treatment,  and  that  in  someTmtal  " ^ “ detailed  comparative 
which  are  not  attested  directly  in  ^ reconstructed  forms  may  be  necessary, 
relevant  to  note  that  a general  tend  S*n^C  var*ant-  In  this  regard,  it  is 

neutralization  of  short  high  vnwolc  ^ A^u  ^mr  tradition  is  for  the 

> apparendy  in  all  contexts,  not  only  those 

posiCti'onrL^«nd’th°r  *e'r  n<m~existence-  presence  of  the  short  vowels, 

them  in  contexts  where  CwTs^  ^ fr°m  *he  «*2Sn°S  £e'maginable-  For  instance'  a 
(12c).  **“  sequences  would  not  be  nrnhv  “‘  their  non-presence,  introducing 

■t  > i.e.  the  set  of  contexts  defined  by 
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discussed  here  under  the  rubric  of  major  assimilation.  For  instance,  he  was 
said  to  use  Pifmaam  (see  sects.  7.1.3  below  and  1.6.3),  apparently  even  word 
internally.  I represent  Pifmaam  here  as  an  epenthetic  vowel,  as  in  'tan 
Paslihatakum  ‘of  your  arms’  (Q4: 102)  and  in  yuSallimohum  (‘instruct  them’ 
Q2: 129,  see  discussion  at  sect.  2..4.1.2,  Old  Arabic  sources).  In  general,  as  seen 
at  the  end  of  sect.  4.2,  Ibn  Mujahid  (157)  reports  that  the  Abu  Amr  tradition  is 
known  for  the  ‘weakening’  (taxfiyf)  of  various  elements  (especially  short 
vowels  and  the  glottal  stop).  How  far  this  generalization  goes  is  a matter  of 
interpretation,  one  logical  endpoint,  weakening  in  all  contexts,  being  outlined 
in  this  chapter. 

Second,  it  may  be  asked,  if  the  al-Picht  aam  al-kabiyr  tradition  had  as  its  base 
forms  words  without  short  vowels,  why  there  should  exist  a distinction 
between  major  and  minor  assimilation.  Minor  assimilation,  after  all,  expli- 
citly has  as  base  form  C-final  words.  There  are  three  considerations  here. 

First,  it  appears  that  minor  assimilation  was  common  to  all  variants,  so 
it  would  have  been  confusing  to  assimilate  a tradition  practiced  by  only 
some  of  the  readers,  the  al-Pichaam  al-kabiyr,  to  the  al-Pithaam  al-saxiyr. 
In  other  words,  even  if  the  phonological  phenomena  were  identical,  the 
fact  that  the  al-Pictsaam  al-kabiyr  marked  two  traditions,  assured  it  of  a 
conceptually  distinct  status.  Second,  it  may  be  assumed  that  V-final  forms 
would  have  been  taken  as  the  standard,  if  only  on  a formal  basis.  Major 
assimilation  lacks  vowels  present  elsewhere  in  the  reading  tradition  outside 
Abu  Amr  (and  perhaps,  Kisa?i),  hence  the  need  for  a special  designation  of 
this  phenomenon. 

Third,  the  possibility  may  be  held  open  that  there  were,  in  fact,  vowels 
appearing  word  finally  in  the  Abu  Amr  tradition.  This  is  the  case  in  those 
instances  where  assimilation  (8b)  occurs.  After  his  description  of  the  contexts 
where  assimilation  is  allowed,  Jazari  (61)  notes  that  as  an  alternative  to 
complete  assimilation,  one  may  instead  pronounce  a vowel-like  element, 
either  rawm  ‘labialization’  or  Pifmaam  ‘rounding  and  fronting  (see  sect. 
1-6.3).  An  alternative  to  (3),  for  instance,  would  be  something  like 


(13)  qaala  rabb-u-kum  — > qaarw  rabbukum.is 

rawm  neutralizes  morphological  marking  (in  both  Sibawaih  and  Abu  Amr). 
In  what  way  Pifmaam  does  is  an  issue  beyond  the  confines  of  this  chapter. 

Evaluating  the  status  of  these  vowel-like  qualities  within  both  the  read- 
ing and  grammatical  traditions,  what  I suggest  is  that  they  are  epenthetic 


18  As  noted  above  (end  of  sect.  4.1).  rawm  and  ?ifmaam  are  favored  by  the  post-classical  generation 
( al-mutaPaxxariyn ),  which  introduces  a fiirther,  diachronic  variable  into  the  interpretation  of  assimi- 
lation. 
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insertions  in  the  C#C  context,  not  weakenings  of  erstwhile  case  or  lexical 
vowels.  I would  furthermore  suggest  that  such  insertions  might  occur  in  any 
C#C  context,  not  only  those  where  they  alternate  paradigmatically  with  assimi- 
ation.  This  would  align  the  al-Pidxaam  al-kabiyr  tradition  with  the  observa- 
turns  of  Qutrub,  summarized  below,  and  it  would  imply  that  even  in  the  al- 
i xaam  al  kabiyr  tradition  the  status  of  word-final  consonants  would  have 
een  ifferent  from  the  aUPidxaam  al-saxiyr \ where  no  epenthesis  occurred. 
Note  that  formally  this  suggestion  is  compatible  with  (8b)  above.  In  the 
interpretation  advocated  here,  for  inter-word  vowel  deletion  (8a)  does  not 
exist  so  ar  as  the  variety  used  by  Abu  Amr  goes,19  hence  (8b)  can  operate 
irect  y.  uc  vowels  as  do  occur  word  finally  (other  than  those  morpho- 
gic  y etermined,  like  vocalized  pronominal  suffixes)  are  added  by  rule 
...  ! US>  IJ0t  avin8  underlying  status  do  not  need  to  be  deleted.  Rather  than 
ove,  wou  d suggest  instead  that  (14)  describes  the  status  of  final  vowels 
and  inter-word  assimilation  in  the  al-Pidyaam  al-kabiyr  tradition. 

condY  )"2  ^ ~ with  assimilation  under  appropriate 

(14b)  C,a#Q  -»C,s#C2(3  = vowel-like  element)™ 

i thelrbieCti0n  iS  ^ apaft  fr°m  the  short  vowels,  case  is  also  represented 

“ H T-  S^uffix forms’ ~uwna NOM and -iyna acc/ge»> as weU 

part  of  the^h^A  ^ SCe  SCCt’  2'4'4  for  discussion  of  these).  These  are  also 

discussion  °n-  At  this  P°int  the  inference  fr™  *e  current 

cussion  is  that  the  Abu  Amr  tradition  has  a case-marking  system  thus: 

(15)  Short  vowels 

-a  accusative/adverbial  vs.  0 or  a 
Long  vowels 

~UWm  nominative  vs -tyna  accusative/genitive. 

Arabic  case  contOst6"510"5’  ^ ““  °f  which  has  the  traditional  Classical 

instance  of  neutSi^tOn  oUh^  (Q2°'63  } there  is  one  generally  accepted 
Koranic  rhyme  a final  n°minative/accusative  contrast.  Moreover,  in 

Taking  .StaT"  •*  to  a final  -i^a  (Bell  „58:  «>• 

8 ^ ^ (l«®>  **>  Wansbrough  (t977),  might  see  in  the 

^ “T  C^onants  are  identical.0**15 l°  delete'  ExamPIe  (8a)  operates  for  Sibawaih,  but  only  when 

al-t\aqqu  ka-man  in  reality  is  a condition  ?radlt?on’  the  stricture  on  maintenance  of  the  high  vowel  in 
condition  msertmg  an  epenthetic  vowel  in  a CC  #C  sequence. 
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Abu  Amr  tradition  the  remnants  of  a once  more  widespread  tradition,  whose 
bare  traces  are  still  visible,  but  whose  substance  was  superseded  by  a different 
interpretation  of  Arabic  grammar.  Scholarly  inquiry  along  these  lines  leads  to 
the  heart  of  Arabic  historical  sociolinguistics. 

I would  argue  that  nearly  one  hundred  years  after  the  publication  of 
Vollers’s  work,  his  suggestion  that  al-Pidyaam  al-kabiyr  tradition  within 
Koranic  variants  has  as  its  basis  a caseless  variety  of  Arabic  is  indeed  a 
plausible  approach  to  understanding  this  tradition.  Indeed,  against  Vollers, 
I place  this  variety  among  the  canonical  variants  themselves.  The  Koranic 
variants  thus  encompassed  both  varieties.  Taken  alone,  students  of  the  history 
of  the  Arabic  language,  to  the  extent  that  it  is  accepted  at  all,  may  not  be 
particularly  impressed  by  this  conclusion.  However,  when  it  is  linked  to 
further,  related  phenomena,  its  significance  is  enhanced  considerably. 

First,  it  can  be  recalled  that  the  early  ninth-century  linguist  Qutrub  had 
suggested  that  the  final  short  vowels  were  non-functional.  Versteegh  (1983) 
devotes  a well-researched  article  to  Qutrub’s  position,  which  was  opposed  to 
that  of  linguists  such  as  Sibawaih.  Versteegh  seeks  to  explain  Qutrub’s  views  in 
philosophical  terms.  A simpler  explanation  is  readily  accessible,  however. 
When  Qutrub  spoke  of  the  morphological  inconsistency  of  short  vowels,  he 
was  simply  referring  (in  contemporary  terminology)  to  their  phonologically 
determined  nature.  He  observed  varieties  of  Arabic  where  the  final  short 
vowels  had,  as  with  the  major  assimilation  tradition,  no  morphological 
value,  but  rather  were  phonologically  determined.21 

Second,  there  are  various  indications  in  the  works  of  the  earliest  grammar- 
ians, Sibawaih  and  Farra?,  that  case  did  not  play  a role  in  varieties  of  Old 
Arabic  in  certain  functionally  restricted  domains  (see  previous  two  chapters). 

Third,  as  seen  in  the  previous  chapter,  approaching  modem  Arabic  dia- 
lectology as  comparative  historical  grammar  leads  to  the  reconstruction  of  a 
caseless  variety  of  proto- Arabic.  In  other  words,  reconstruction  dovetails  with 
the  attestation  of  a caseless  variety  of  Old  Arabic,  as  evidenced  in  the 
al-Pidyaam  al-kabiyr  tradition.  In  this  instance,  philology  recapitulates  his- 
torical reconstruction  based  on  comparative  dialectology. 

Before  moving  on  to  my  concluding  remarks,  I would  emphasize  that 
the  interpretation  advocated  here,  while  situated  within  a tradition  first 

21  I am  indebted  to  Ignacio  Ferrando  for  calling  my  attention  to  this.  The  interpretation  of  Qutrub 
runs  up  against  severe  difficulties  due  to  the  fact  that  on  this  issue  we  have  his  ideas  at  second  hand 
only,  from  Zajjaji  ( Iydaah : 70-1).  In  favor  of  Versteegh’s  account  is  the  fact  that  Qutrub  apiwars  to  base 
his  arguments  against  the  systematicity  of  the  case  (Pfiraab)  on  case-marked  forms.  In  avor  o my 
interpretation  is  Qutrub’s  overall  conclusion  that  the  vowels  at  the  end  of  words  have  a purely 
phonological  character. 
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im*?  bykV““ers’draws  1““  conclusions  and  has  different 

oZ'"'  iv  e "llerprela"OM  oflhe  '"'lory  of  Arabic  and  for  the 
AreTr  a”  VOl‘"S  ""  and  caseless  fonns  of 

vs  low  ver  7’  f P'""an1'  a stylis,ic  ■fifference,  high,  literary  (case) 
vs  west  (H- aCU  M C|'e  aSS1,  So:0rldaril>'a'«  dialectal  one,  east  (Najd  = case) 
teoril,  I = CaS?eSS  • V*rs  was  ooi"  oontent  to  see  the  case  variety  as 

<169)'  H“  ma’°r'  “d  most  »n.rovmhd  conclusion  was 
mUil  r2  w“”  W?  rem°deled  “ tha*  “ohanrmrfs  original  caseless 

- ,ha — ^ — 

comLZ?vTeS  T S!riflyulingU1StiC  and  are  based  on  the  methodology  of  the 
ZZ ITZ  r ,fh  VoUerS’  k is  a^ed  case  and  caseleSforms 

lingu  she  L "f  CentUI7’  bUt  ^ Vollers-  there  ^ "0  decisive 
even  .f  the  lr!  % 3SSUme  that  the  ca!*  forms  are  historically  primary, 
this  that  therek  ^ 3 PrCStlge  dlfferential  is  compelling.  It  follows  from 
which  no  concl  °C°ntradlc‘lon  ln  having  coexisting  Koranic  variants,  about 
^ ^ dr3Wn  3S  t0  historical  ar,teriority.  Indeed, 

matical  model  becrmeprevd^'^^iUs^10 1 ^ bef°T  3 St3ndardizmg  gram' 
traditions  shonM  a i , ’ f s ^Ulte  natural  to  expect  that  reading 

the  community  ^ °P  a™"d  any  varies  prevalent  in 

al~?idyaamalkabiZ  tbe  previouschaPter-  the  current  interpretation  of  the 

was  a weakly  established  caterry  ^L^ahoirth11'6  ^ °Id  ^ “d 
whether  it  is  a proto-category  at  ah'  My  an^wTis^dmi^Hs^not.  ^ 

Gensler  (p.c.),  while  seeing^plausibility  of  o' *hat  the  Caseless  variefr  is  original.  Orin 
proto-language,  would  stUl  see  the  ^ ““  and  CaSeless  varieti“  of  Arabic  into  the 

pondence  of  the  Arabic  system  with  that  of  Akka^r*  ^om  Proto-Semitic,  given  the  corres- 

work  on  the  basis  of  an  intermediate  number  of  ^ ^ Ugaritlc-  He  also  points  out  that  one  might 

2k;  a protostage' * i/u  for —“i  ^ * 

grammatical  works  or  schools.  I would  in  !,!*  revealed  no  elaborate,  sophisticated  pre-Sibwaihian 
tenth  century  (Owens  1990).  ’ Y ’ Spealc  ofa  unified  normative  tradition  only  in  the 
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Pre-Diasporic  Arabic  in  the 
Diaspora:  A Statistical  Approach 
to  Arabic  Language  History 

5*i.  Introduction 

The  importance  of  the  modern  dialects  for  an  understanding  of  the  Arabic 
language  was  stressed  in  the  introductory  chapter  and  incorporated  in  various 
ways  into  historical  linguistic  interpretations  in  Chs.  2 and  3.  Not  to  incorp- 
orate this  information  systematically  into  an  account  of  Arabic  linguistic 
history  is  to  write  half  a history  of  the  Arabic  language.  In  this  chapter 
I more  explicitly  develop  the  construct  ‘pre-diasporic  Arabic’,  as  explained 
in  1.1,  an  idea  which  relies  on  an  examination  of  post-diasporic  varieties. 

Before  proceeding,  the  role  of  dialectology  in  historical  linguistics  may  be 
briefly  commented  upon.  Dialectology  as  a linguistic  tradition  can  be  viewed 
as  a counterfoil  to  historical  linguistics.  Dialectology  requires  a synchronic 
spatial  or  socio-spatial  starting  point.  Wedding  dialectology  and  historical 
linguistics  is  of  course  possible,  though  here  intrudes  a problem  of  what 
may  be  termed  ‘reification’.  Tracing  the  development  of  a dialect,  it  might 
be  assumed  that  a dialect  is  a complete,  discrete  entity,  comparable  say  to 
a building,  which  moves  relatively  changeless  through  time.  Under  this 
assumption  there  is  a temptation  to  start  with  whatever  set  of  features 
one  has  used  to  define  the  dialect  in  question,  and  to  assume  that  the  same 
set  of  features  will  cohere  through  time,  each  changing  in  consonance  with 
the  others. 

This  may  not  be  the  case,  however.  Indeed,  from  a historical  perspective 
one  has  to  begin  with  the  assumption  that  each  component  of  language  and 
each  feature  has  its  own  history:  lexis  changes  at  a different  rate  from 
phonology,  verbal  morphology  differently  from  nominal,  and  so  on.  The 
recognition  of  this  is  what  lies  behind  Thomason  and  Kaufmans  (1988) 
attempt  at  typologies  of  potential  rates  of  change  in  different  components 
of  grammar. 
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a rethtdowllf"!  <’°  I’”8"  “ * C0herent-  uniform  fashi°”  '• 

linSc  rife  , P”r‘  qUandary'  To  d°  <°  I"  historical 

of  Sh  fea,™  h '■  °“  nKds  first  “ •**  development 

period  oftrine  ^ ^ b' iadadti  in  * »«■>  dialect:  in  , p*» 

^ hot™,  Change  a »th“  • l«.  others  no,  a,  i 

MvidZTl r S °°*  P°“ibl'  reconstruct  the  Urge  numbers  of 
one  has  a great  deaToftimT  used  in  defining  3 dialect,  unless 

simply  the  history  of  a dialect  ^ * dlSP°Sal-  HistoricaI  dialectology  is  not 

consCrlLtn^T0  faCt°rS  Whkh  aU°W  0ne  to  “-nt  practical 

which  allows  the  averageXw  ^ ^ 'S  ^ advCnt  °f  the  computer’ 
which  complex  data  can  h ^ Sj  °Create  relatlyely  large  data  bases  with 
second  is  the  realitv  nf  C ^ ^nt°  manageable  units  quickly.  The 
in  particular,  and  the  historic^?17  dlaleCtS  for  certain  languages,  Arabic 
Arabic  is  spoken  as  a nativ  l Crences  whlch  may  be  drawn  from  them, 
land  area  stretching  from  Lak^S^7  ^ mUlion  “ an  unbroken 
Yemen.  Sprachinsels  outsit  tk-  ad  t0  northern  Iracl>  from  Mauritania  to 
diaspora  to  these  re!  * ^ *°  ™ found- Its  variety  is  legion*  The 
around  630.  Once  populatj68^1"! Camest  with  tbe  first  Islamic  conquests, 

northern  Iraq,  southern  Eg^tSorChmdOVed  “ °PP°site  directions>  saT  int0 

whoUy  lost.  These  two  fact™,  ’ u ^ COntact  between  them  was  largely  or 
Turning  then  to  the  present^/  historical  interpretation, 

features  are  coded  in  a statistic  ’ 3 re^tively  large  number  of  linguistic 
logical  and  twenty-four  morph^S  Thl^  twentJr-five  Phon0‘ 

at  opposing  ends  of  the  Arab'  .•  Pbese  features  are  chosen  from  dialects 
dons  in  particular  will  be  du°  ^ W°dd’  under  the  premiss  that  reten- 
original  diaspora  Since  this  h ^ 3 ^°mmon  inheritance  dating  back  to  the 
insight  into  the  Arabic  of  this  eaHv  ^ began  about  63°>  an  indirect 
program  followed  in  this  chapter  ^ ^ ^ ^ acb'eved-  In  3 nutshell,  this  is  the 

The  methodology  used  here  ha 

which  can  be  made  explicit  in  H * nUmber  ramifications,  however,  two  of 
the  issues  involved.  First  the  ^ *°  g*VC  a more  comprehensive  account  of 
throw  into  relief  what  is  underT111^3^8011  betWeen  two  dialect  regions  will 
selected  two  widely  separated  di  i°°d  ^ the  Very  term  <Arabic  dialect’. 1 have 
(Map  1)  and  the  western  Sudan-  ^ ^or  detailed  scrutiny,  Mesopotamia 

area  m Africa  (Map  3).  The  populations  of 

Moreover,  in  the  past  fortv 
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Map  1.  Sample  points,  Middle  Eastern  dialects 


these  two  regions  took  separate  paths  of  migration  and  would  have  remained 
out  of  contact  with  each  other.  It  will  emerge,  however,  that  the  two  areas 
differ  rather  dramatically  in  terms  of  their  dialect  coherency,  at  least  as 
measured  by  the  features  chosen  here,  and  this  coherency  difference  itself 
calls  for  historical  reflection.  Second,  it  will  be  suggested  that  the  large-scale 
statistical  comparison  does  at  a certain  point  have  to  give  way  to  the  recon- 
struction of  individual  linguistic  features  as  a way  of  reconstructing  pre- 
diasporic  Arabic.  I single  out  two  features  for  greater  scrutiny  in  this  respect, 
complementing  the  statistical  approach  with  a close  reading  of  the  philo- 
logical evidence. 

Initially,  therefore,  two  separate  issues  inform  this  chapter.  One  is  dialec- 
tological,  the  other  historical  and  comparative.  It  may  in  fact  appear  that 
I have  contradicted  myself,  above  arguing  that  the  concept  of  dialect  con- 
ceived of  as  a coherent  unit  is  antithetical  to  historical  linguistic  interpret- 
ation, but  here  suggesting  that  dialectal  units  are  legitimate  elements  in 
historical  linguistics.  This  apparent  contradiction,  however,  will  disappear 
once  the  statistical  treatment  gives  the  dialectal  units  internally  differentiated 
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character.  Ultimately,  it  will  emerop  tk  ♦ 

verges  with  reconstruction  to  yield  1 Ifr' dietology  con' 
about  the  nature  of  pre-d^asporicArabk"6^115^6  interpretati°n 

a priori  basis  to  determine  which  h' °nest  I do  not  think  it  possible  on  an 
problem  of  reconstruction  rr  l ln8uistic  variables  are  relevant  to  the 
features  to  define  verv  for  !t  • T*0  0giStS  ofAra’Dic  often  choose  a few  salient 

Africa  is  said  to  be  marked  bvth  ***  3reaS'  Tradm°na%  for  instance,  North 

-*>.  as  ,n  °f  ,he  ^ <■*»*• 

write’.  Even  if  such  a rhar^  • m eastern  dialects,  n-uktub  ‘we 

tion,  it  does  not  follow  that  thbLe  f f°r  3 dialectological  classifica- 

of  Arabic  into  North  Africa  Is  h • ea  ure  ls  crfterial  for  defining  the  spread 

set  is  a reminder  that  many  fingu^vS  ^ ^ A ^ ** 
Second,  as  indicated  above  larger  Hi  l ^ **  potentlally  are  m play, 
homo/heterogeneous  Labels'  h CCt  areas  ^emselves  are  more  or  less 
Sudanic  Arabic  are  abstract;  ”2!  “ MesoP°tamian  Arabic  and  western 
abstractions.  n*  „„  of  statistics  allows  to  abstractions 


Pre-Diasporic  Arabic  in  the  Diaspora  141 


Sample  points  underlined:  Mad» 
Cultural-historical  regions  in  italics:  Bomu 


Map  3.  Western  Sudanic  Arabic 


to  be  identified  by  their  component  parts.  These  component  parts  consist  of 
(1)  the  different  individual  dialects  and  (2)  the  different  variables  chosen  for 
comparison. 

A set  of  linguistic  data  coded  for  numerical  analysis  is  fraught  with 
methodological  and  interpretive  problems,  including  choice  of  linguistic 
variables,  choice  of  dialects,  interpretation  of  allo-variants,  consideration  of 
sociolinguistic  variables,  and  assignment  of  numerical  codes  to  individual 
cases.  In  the  final  analysis  each  linguistic  variable  has  to  be  coded  one  way  or 
another,  and  there  maybe  no  optimal  formula  for  doing  this.  Therefore,  I have 
attempted  to  elucidate  the  reasons  behind  my  coding  system,  and  to  indicate 
some  of  the  many  interpretive  problems  in  it. 

The  chapter  is  divided  into  eight  parts.  Section  5.2  introduces  the  data  and 
dialects  used;  sect.  5.3  presents  the  basic  statistics  and  initial  interpretive 
results.  Here  it  will  be  seen  that  the  statistics  help  orientate  a historical 
interpretation,  but  that  a more  precise  interpretation  requires  the  introduc- 
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tion  of  further  types  of  data.  This  is  done  in  sect.  5.4,  where  two  specific 

ea  ures  are  iscussed  in  greater  detail  and  general  conclusions  relating  to  the 

interpretation  of  Arabic  linguistic  history  are  drawn  on  the  basis  of  the  overall 

a a ection  5.5  sums  up  the  main  points  of  the  chapter.  The  rest  of  the 

P~^  ^ thC  StatUS  °f  an  aPPendix  in  which  the  linguistic  basis 

ne'l  ta  3re  elucidated- 1"  sect.  5.6  further  applications  of  the  data  bank 

■ f ^ ° <I'lestl°ns  language  contact  and  change  are  presented  in  a 

and  od  r hyP0theseS‘ In  sects-  5-7  and  5.8  problems  of  methodology 

and  the  HarC  “ In  Appendk  2 can  be  found  a list  of  the  variables 
and  the  coding  of  each  is  briefly  illustrated. 

5 2.  Dialects,  Procedure,  Initial  Results 

morpholoev  h |orty  nine  linguistic  variables,  all  from  phonology  and 

•TdTh e weti, T.  COn,Pared  b"W""  *">  Mesopoami, 

Shukriwa  Ar  h'  *!  “ 3rea’ and  m addltlon  as  a control,  to  Uzbekistan  with 
onuknyya  Arabic  (see  sect.  5.2.2  and  Maps  1,  3). 

5-2.1.  Linguistic  variables 

in  tHe  grammar  of  the  dialects,  the  reahzation 
sect  241)  the  realiz^0  tbereof^  of  sbort  vowels  in  open  syllables  (see 

tion  o f m in  * ^ ^ * ***«  -bs* the 

rudimentarv  dhde^r  imperfeCt  verb>  and  » on.  Even  the  most 

that  they  mTy  be  1 ^ these  ele«-  Their  centrality  ensures 

used  are  fisted  in  AnDenrT  C°mpadson  of  widely  separated  dialects.  The  features 
a case.  Thereare'm^v  n^th2^^1  ^XamP^e  °f  the  realization  of  each  value  in 

choice  of  these  variables  a ? °81^a  and  theoretical  issues  connected  with  the 
dialects.  At  a number  of  ’ l ^ ^ individual  realizations  in  the  different 
sects.  5.7  and  5.8  are  devoted  ^ of  tbese  problems  are  addressed,  and 

material  one  way  and  not  anmher  Vd  eXplaUUn8  how  and  whf 1 have  coded  the 

— - “ - “ 
5-2.2.  The  dialects 

noted  above,  I f?U[  considerations  are  in  play.  First,  as 

course  of  the  Arabic  diasDora  th  a CCt  areas  which  were  settled  in  the 

aspora  that  accompanied  the  spread  of  Islam.  Second, 
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the  areas  fie  in  different  directions,  so  that  it  is  unlikely  that  there  has  been 
significant  movement  between  these  regions  after  the  initial  migrations  out  of 
Arabia.  In  general,  common  features  should  be  due  to  common  inheritance 
from  the  era  of  original  expansion,  or  before.  Third,  areas  are  compared 
which,  very  roughly,  are  matched  in  size:  these  are  Mesopotamia  and  the 
western  Sudanic  area.  The  Mesopotamian  area  is  here  limited  to  Iraq  and  the 
bordering  area  of  southern  Turkey  (Anatolia).  Iraq  has  an  area  of  169,235 
square  miles,  while  the  Arabic-speaking  areas  of  Anatolia  cover  only  a small 
area.  The  native  Arabic- speaking  population  in  these  two  areas  is  about 
11,500,000  in  Iraq  and  400,000  in  Turkey  ( Ethnologue  2003).  By  the  western 
Sudanic  area,  I understand  the  western  extension  of  the  Arabic-speaking  belt 
beginning  in  Kordofan  and  stretching  into  Nigeria  (Owens  1993a).  I restrict 
the  sample  to  Chad,  Cameroon,  and  Nigeria.  The  total  area  of  Chad  is  499.755 
square  miles;  Arabic  is  spoken  as  a native  language  only  in,  approximately,  the 
southern  third  of  the  country.  Pommerol  (1997:  9)  estimates  that  only  12  per 
cent  of  the  population  are  native  Arabic  speakers,  which  would  give  a popu- 
lation of  about  700,000  native  speakers.  It  is  further  represented  as  a native 
language  in  the  small  finger  of  Cameroon  separating  Chad  and  Nigeria,  and  in 
Nigeria  in  about  half  of  Bornu  (69,436  square  miles).  Estimates  for  the 
number  of  native  Arabic  speakers  in  these  areas  vary  wildly,  though  it  is 
probably  not  more  than  500,000  speakers.  Arab  nomads  have  now  moved 
south  into  Adamawa  State,  though  their  extension  there  is  not  documented. 
In  all,  very  approximately,  the  area  where  Arabic  is  spoken  as  a native 
language  in  WSA  is  perhaps  250,000  square  miles  and  the  total  number  of 
speakers  just  over  1,000,000. 

Fourth,  a minimal  constraint  on  the  choice  of  dialects  was  the  availability 
of  material  covering  all  of  the  linguistic  variables.  Beyond  this,  the  compari- 
son was  limited  to  the  same  number  of  dialect  samples  in  each  area.  To  have 
overweighted  one  area  or  the  other  would  vitiate  some  of  the  arguments 
advanced  in  sect.  5.3.  Practically  these  two  considerations  mean  that  relative  to 
the  number  of  descriptions  available,  the  Mesopotamian  area  is  underrepre- 
sented while  the  WSA  is  overrepresented. 

I have  used  nine  sample  points  for  Mesopotamia  (see  sect.  5. 2.2.1)  and  nine 
for  WSA  (see  sect.  5.2.2.2).  This  allows  for  a direct  statistical  comparability. 
Alternatively  one  could  attempt  to  construct  proportionally  representative 
samples  based  on  any  number  of  parameters,  such  as  geographical  size  of  the 
two  regions  or  total  population.  These  would  constitute  alternative  statistical 
approaches,  which  I will  not  attempt  to  develop  here. 

I have  strategically  added  two  further  dialects,  Uzbekistan  Arabic  and 
Shukriyya  Arabic  (eastern  Sudan  on  the  Atbara  River).  These  two  function 


144  Pre-Diasporic  Arabic  in  the  Diaspora 

as  a contrd  both  in  terms  of  defining  dialect  areas,  and  in  terms  of  a historical 
terpretation  of  the  data.  For  historical  linguistics  Uzbekistan  Arabic,  as  will 

15  ofpartlcuar  importance,  as  it  became  cut  off  from  the  rest  of  the 
Arabic-speaking  world  at  a very  early  date. 

^AJtS0p0t7lanarea  ThC  MesoPotamian  area  was  defined  as  a dialect 
dubbin!  tV,aim  ®lanc  (l964)-  He  distinguished  two  large  dialect  groupings, 

^ 8roup  <here  ^ and  ^ (h.™  J,>.  quL 

between  * 1,’  “ a which  the  characteristic  differences 

in  a short  l ’ * ^ vs-'t  for  the  tSG  perfect  verb  suffix,  are  found 

m a short,  common  word. 

andilasrP°ttamian  in  large  part  t0  the  work  of  Otto  Jastrow 

far  as  h e ITri’  1 ““  ^ better-described  Arabic  dialect  areas,  at  least  as 

d al  ctfLo  t ®\A  rCCent  W°rk  (TaIay  ^ 15)  divides  the  qultu 

Eimhrates  ^eroum  T^’  ^ the  Kurdi*a">  the  Tigris,  and  the 

present  nuLj  ‘ heSC.are  essentla%  geographically  based,  but  serve  for 
the  ratPZ°r  “ °nentation-  The  current  sample  has  three  members  of 

1978),  and  Mardin ^(Sasse^f^n)  ^heA^  F°UP’  JaStr°W1973)>  Siirt  (JaStr°W 
tiated  dialectirallv  n 7 ' 6 Anatfdlan  grouP  is  itself  quite  differen- 

JSrSi“,XDW;9r,:  Ch' 1}’  “d  the  three  dialects  used  here  are  all 
Euphrates  groun  The  sampIe  ha*  two  members  of  the 

ively)  and  two  of  the  Tigris  ^ 19"’ 

Abu  Haidar  1991)  The  eilitAi  1 p (Chnst,an  and  Jewish  Baghdadi,  Blanc  1964; 
and  in  the  literll  i * ^ are  ^-represented,  both  in  this  sample 

(Blanc  1964,  Malaika  ^Tand  Ae^omh^  dialect  of  Baghdad 

scribed  especially  Kv  in  k ’ southern  Mesopotamian  dialect  as  de- 

Blanc’, 1 H 6'  ‘982)  “d  Q'  <■**>• 

relevant  today  (1964:  ,60,  Th  ° uctlon  of  these  two  dialects  into  Iraq  is  still 
major  wave  of  Arab  exmn  • C ancestors  of  1ultu  speakers  constituted  the  first 
century.  Beginning  in  theT^th*0  Mesopotamia>  beginning  in  the  seventh 

centralized  government  control  I^bT  “ ^ °f  3 breakdown  °f 
nomadic  groups  whn  cw  q b gan  increasingly  to  be  settled  by 

bhtoriodSXc.*^.™  y "eaSsoci*"d  wtd.  the  *11/,  dialect  Thts 
in  contemporary  Iran-  a lat  °n  alns  ^ current  distribution  of  dialects 
uninhabited  rural  areas  f.l  *1^®^°!  Stfrt-spealcers  (t,  populated  previously 
<3>  fragmented  T ^ 

Iraq  and  Anatolia,  usually  urban-based  Q I"'Speaklng  lslands  in  northern 
this  later  migration,  though  it  is  clear  l*™  ^ unaffected  ^ 

hshed  as  an  Iraqi  lingua  ffanra  u - u ■ 3t  3 £d,f-variety  has  become  estab- 
1 Utgu,  franca  wh,ch  m Iraq  at  leas,  continues  to  spread  into 
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qultu  dialects  (see  5.8.4).  I should  note  that  while  in  Iraq  the  qultu  dialects  may 
be  regarded  as  the  older  of  the  two,  this  does  not  imply  that  qultu  dialects  are, 
in  terms  of  the  global  history  of  Arabic,  older  than  the  gilit.  They  are  simply 
older  in  this  area. 

5. 2.2.2.  Western  Sudanic  Arabic  The  western  Sudanic  area  is  much  more 
sparsely  described,  and  some  of  the  literature  available  is  problematic  in  its 
interpretation.  Two  works  of  high  quality  are  Roth  (1979,  also  1972)  for 
Abbeche  Arabic  and  Zeltner  and  Tourneux  (1986)  for  a dialect  spoken  either 
in  far  western  Chad  or  in  Cameroon.  The  authors  are  not  explicit  on  the  point, 
though  they  note  that  the  phonology  of  the  dialect  they  describe  (identified  by 
tribe,  wulaad  Peeli,  not  place)  is  identical  to  that  of  Zeltner  and  Fournier 
(1971).  This  was  a description  of  a Cameroonian  Arabic  dialect.2  Beyond  these 
two,  I have  relied  on  my  own  data.  This  consists  of  a wide  range  of  samples 
from  Nigerian  Arabic,  as  well  as  specifically  elicited  information  from 
speakers  from  Chad.  For  Nigeria,  I exclusively  use  samples  from  villages.  The 
largest  conglomeration  of  Arabic  speakers  is  found  in  Maiduguri,  a city  of 
500,000  inhabitants,  with  perhaps  50,000  native  Arabic  speakers.  They 
come  from  different  dialectal  backgrounds,  however,  so  it  is  not  possible  to 
speak  of  a characteristic  Arabic  dialect  of  Maiduguri  (see  Owens  1999  for 
sociolinguistic  basis  of  this  situation).  From  Nigeria,  I use  the  village  of 
Kirenawa,  located  on  the  southwest  side  of  Lake  Chad.  Lake  Chad  expands 
and  contracts,  and  whereas  as  late  as  the  1970s  Kirenawa  was  on  the  lake,  today 
it  is  well  inland.  A second  Nigerian  village  is  Mada.  While  this  is  less  than  100 
kilometers  away,  it  lies  in  what  I term  the  northern  Bagirmi  dialect  area,  quite 
distinct  linguistically  in  certain  ways  from  Kirenawa.  The  final  village  is  Aajiri, 
near  the  town  of  Banki  which  lies  on  the  border  between  Nigeria  and 
Cameroon.  It  is  taken  as  a representative  of  the  southern  Bagirmi  area.  To 
these  five  samples  I added  four  from  Chad  via  elicitation.  Two  of  these  were 
gathered  at  the  border  town  of  Banki,  which  has  a large  cattle  market  every 
Wednesday  and  Thursday.  Most  of  the  cattle  sold  there  are  driven  across 
Chad,  through  Cameroon  to  Banki  over  a period  of  one  to  three  months,  and 
sold  to  cattle  dealers  who  transport  the  cattle  via  truck  to  southern  Nigeria. 
Speakers  of  various  Chadian  dialects  can  therefore  be  found  there  on  any 


2 The  epicenter  of  the  Uleed  Eeli  tribe  is  located  on  either  side  of  the  Chari  River,  which  separates 
Cameroon  from  Chad.  One  work  which  I explicitly  do  not  use  is  Abu-Absi  (1995)-  Though  published 
recently,  it  is  an  antiquated  work  based  on  the  author’s  work  with  Chadians  in  the  USA  some  thirty 
years  ago.  The  bibliography  cites  no  works  after  1984.  The  grammar  itself  deviates  in  many  points  from 
better  descriptions,  and  it  is  not  clear  exactly  what  variety  it  describes. 
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h°me  ^ Chad'  ThC  SpCakerS  Presented  here  are 
nomadicall  h ^ 3 n°mad  b°m  S°Uth  °f  Umm  Ha(ar  who  lives 

CoXcte^fn  TT  Haj3r  3nd  Am  Timan‘  TW°  °ther  interviews  were 

Chad  One  fA“  U8L'n’  a^a'n  fr°m  sPeakers  wh°  had  recently  arrived  from 
CA.U.I 'Z  mP7S  fr°m  Tin,“’ ,h'  ^ — * A.i. 

in  the^lale'fonrt^  Ilf  7™ introduced  into  the  western  Sudanic  region 
rulers  soread  7 f TCTentUry  by  nomads  wh°>  at  the  behest  of  the  Mameluke 
the  e deaVand  T- EgyPt  ft  * h°Wever>  ^worthy,  that  although 

1S°J°SSeS  linking  WSA  Arabic  a"d  *at  of  Upper 

dialect  or  dialect  region^fEg^t  & ^ ^ ^ ^ any  single 

induded^nfhfco  ^ .Shukr^tt . Fina%>  two  further  dialects  have  been 
Sudan  along  the  °?C  1S  Shukriyya  Arabic  spoken  in  the  eastern 

‘Arabic’,  as  described  irthe^lgeof?11111198^  **  ^ Uzbekistan 

(see  Fischer  1961;  Versteegh  1^8  A-  d/T"’  near  Bukhara  to  the  northeast 
exist,  unfortunarelv  n a*  , ' 4 ’ Dere  1 *999;  Ztmmermann  2002).  There 
infonT re“?M“  ,t  f “if"  of  Uzbek,,, a„  Arabic.  Wha, 

important  IS!  “nstderabl.  dialect  varlabi|ity.  „ is  th„rforc 

one  village,  Jogari  (also  ‘Jugari’  ^ ^ °f 

of  their  conquest  of  ifanlo^ianf  th"  **  ^ eighth  CCntUry the  wake 
Porary  Turkmenistan  and  UzbeMstaHT  a^  [!*  °XUS  ^ “ C°ntem" 
became  cut  off  from  the  main  a w ^ " Arab  sPeakers  in  this  region 
though  so  far  as  I know  \ lc-speaking  regions  is  an  important, 

in  Bukhara,  Arabic  had’  ceaseT^be*1^  «’*■  Barthold  (l962)  writes  that 

beginning  ofthe  tenth  century  and  that  h A?®?"1  ,anSua8e  as  earlf  as  the 

Arab  quarter  ofthe  city  wernTn  mint  i l , ^ ^ h°USeS  in  the  oriSinal 

such  drastic  influence  in  zbekistan  Arabic  itself  has  undergone 

case  can  be  made  for  viewine  domains’  such  as  syntax,  that  a 

2001b).  There  are  thus  various  nri^°  f aS  3 mixed  ,an8ua8e  (Owens 
very  early  isolation  from  the  Arahie.  3 A*  P1CCeS  °f  evidence  ar8uin8  for  a 

speaking  world.  As  Jastrow  (1998)  notes, 

Uz^felanihw  AcArahsofUzbcldstoiS'aeAe^r^0"^  hiS*°ry’  Such  35  the  story  P°pukt  in 
suKeestin^r"^  CemUry‘  ,astrow  (1998*  179  P °ge"y  of  Arabs  exiled  from  Damascus  by  Tamerlane 
historkT  ha,'  *he  Present-dny  Arabic  spealdne  a‘’Pr0priateh  s«ptical  of  Spuler’s  (.952:  244) 
Chapter  arlT  l°  **“  SCTenth  311(1  eighA^t^7nn,°f Uzbekistan  does  not  trace  its  ultimate 
’ gues  s,rongly  for  the  thesis.  ' ^ ^nguistic  evidence,  as  presented  in  this 
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this  very  isolation  makes  Uzbekistan  an  interesting  source  for  divining  the 
form  of  early  Arabic.  The  status  of  Uzbekistan  Arabic  plays  a major  role  in  the 
discussion  and  argumentation  in  Ch.  4. 

For  Shukriyya  Arabic,  there  are  no  reliable  historical  accounts  for  when  the 
ancestors  of  the  Shukriyya  Arabs  left  Upper  Egypt  for  the  Sudan  or  when  they 
settled  in  their  current  location.  Reichmuth  (1983:  2)  suggests  that  they  have 
been  there  at  least  since  1800.  At  the  same  time,  he  concludes  (29)  that  no 
direct  relation  with  an  extant  Egyptian  Arabic  dialect  is  discernible,  though 
many  similarities  are  found  with  various  varieties  in  Egypt.4  This  is  similar  to 
the  situation  with  the  relation  between  the  WSA  area  and  Egypt  (Owens 
i993n,  2003),  and  it  may  be  that  my  conclusions  for  the  WSA  area  are 
extendable  to  the  Shukriyya  area  as  well:  the  WSA  and  Shukriyya  dialects, 
and  indeed  the  Arabic  dialects  of  the  Sudanic  region  in  general,  filtered  into 
the  region  via  Egypt.  Their  Arabic,  therefore  reflects  earlier  forms  found  in 
Upper  Egypt,  some  of  which  have  since  disappeared  in  this  homeland  region, 
as  well  as  innovations  and  mixtures  which  arose  via  contact  in  the  Sudanic 
region  itself. 

5.2.3.  Procedure 

Each  linguistic  variable  was  given  as  many  values  as  it  has  realizations  in  the 
data.  The  variable  1SG  perfect  verb  suffix,  for  instance,  has  two  values,  either- 
tu,  as  in  qol-tu  ‘I  said’  (e.g.  Christian  Baghdad)  or -t,  gil-it  (Muslim  Baghdad). 
These  two  values  were  arbitrarily  (see  sect.  5.7.1  below)  given  the  values  ‘1  and 
‘2’.  The  variable  1SG  perfect  suffix  implies  only  the  contrast — tu  vs.-t.  Other 
aspects  of  variation  relating  to  this  suffix,  for  instance  whether  an  epenthetic 
vowel  is  inserted  before  the- 1 (as  in  the  gilit  dialect),  or  whether  the  1SG  suffix 
has  the  alternative  morpho-phonological  realization  of  0,  as  in  Kirenawa  ( gul 
‘I  said’),  are  coded  in  other  variables,  since  they  are  accounted  for  by  different 
rules  (see  discussion  in  sects.  5.8.2,  5.8.6).  The  number  of  variants  range 
between  2 (as  here)  and  5 (for  the  realization  of  S). 

Simple  sets  of  statistics  were  produced  (using  SPSS)  by  aggregating  the 
individual  values  according  to  variable  and  according  to  dialect  groupings  of 
different  kinds. 


4 De  Jong  (2002: 358)  considers  the  Ababda,  a group  which  lives  to  the  north  ofthe  Shukriyya  and 
extend  into  southern  Egypt,  to  be  a northern  extension  of  the  Shukriyya,  influenced,  however,  by 
Upper  Egyptian  Arabic.  He  does  not  discuss  the  question  whether  the  similarities  to  Upper  Egyptian 
Arabic  are  due  to  later  contact,  or  whether  the  group  is  a missing  link  of  sorts  between  Egyptian  and 
Sudanese  Arabic. 
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5.2.4.  Inheritance  and  independent  change 

There  are  many  methodological  and  interpretive  issues  relating  to  individual 
variables,  so  many  in  fact  that  I have  summarized  the  major  issues  in  sects.  5.7 
and  5.8,  after  the  presentation  of  the  main  findings  and  arguments.  There  is 
one  interpretive  issue  which  I think  should  be  discussed  before  the  statistical 
findings  are  presented,  however.  A core  issue  in  addressing  a question  in 
‘st°"ca  'nSu'sbcs  is  whether  similar  or  identical  forms  in  related  varieties 
e t ey  languages  or  dialects)  are  similar  because  of  inheritance  or  because  of 
c ance  change.  This  is  a question  with  no  all-encompassing  answer,  though 
or  some  inguistic  variables  the  answer  is  easier  than  for  others.  For  instance, 
roug  out  the  WSA  area  is  found  a rule  (simplifying  matters  somewhat) 
eting  t e suffix  -t  of  the  1 or  2MSG  perfect  verb,  after  C-  and  not  before  a - 
follow’  1 in  SCC*  1 ^ Pr°duces  paradigmatic  contrasts  such  as  the 

(1)  gul  you  said’  vs.  mafee-t  ‘you  went’ 

katab  ‘I,  you  wrote’  vs.  ka'tab-t-a  ‘you  wrote  it.M’ 

katab  maktuub  ‘I/you  wrote  a letter’  vs.  ka'tab-t  al-maktuub  ‘I/you 
wrote  the  letter 5 

Arabic*!)6  T ’n  ^ nine  W^A  dialects  sampled.  It  is  so  unique  among 

linguistic  tT  S 7 mdeed’  when  looked  at  in  detail,  rather  odd  in  general 
ZT  “7’  ?, " “ safe  “ *ha>  i<  originated  only  once  before  the 

such  as  I,.,..:',"'  °u  SA  spread  out  ovec  their  current  distribution.  In  cases 
before  the  SD'cead”)  .''"T'’1’'  tbat  tbe  innovation  took  place  in  Upper  Egypt, 
awTnin  T ,t  u I"'0  ‘he  WSA  “«•  alternative,  that  it  origin- 
Z rlialects  of  this  region,  and  only  in  these, 

ones  as  thev  n "novations  such  as  these  I term  historically  contingent 
“'the  or  y “ 0n'  POin' in  his,°^  and  did  not  repeal  thetnselves. 
ts  found  “ uS™  “ d ^ °f ' — ts.  This 

are  two  indication  tha,'  theiTT  dial'C,s  (''8'  Abb“he)'  Th"‘ 

feature  is  not  * „ hese  developments  are  independent  events.  First,  the 

instance!  so  the  Srh  7 ? **  WSA  has  emphasis,  for 

the  WSA  area.  Second6  * evf°pment  is>  probably,  a specific  one  even  in 

between  the  original  Arab-sneak"635  *“*,7  been  a §reat  deal  of  contaCt 
speakers  of  languages  without  P°pulatlons  and  non-Arab  speakers, 

guages  without  emphatic  consonants.*  Emphasis  is  a feature 

t-less  form  in  the  first.  e tin  the  second  example;  its  absence  in  the  DO  requires  the 

‘ ‘n  UZbekiStan'  f°r  inSt3nCe’  Ta)!k  ^bek;  i„  Abbeche  Maba 
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which  could  well  have  been  lost  in  the  course  of  second  language  learning. 
This  latter  point,  of  course,  has  to  be  read  as  one  establishing  a plausible, 
though  not  a necessary  cause.  Uzbekistan  Arabic  has  not  lost  its  pharyngeal 
consonants,  which  are  structurally  comparable  to  the  emphatics  in  their 
typological  rarity,  and  there  are  many  dialects  in  the  WSA  area  which  have 
maintained  emphatics,  even  though,  it  may  be  assumed,  in  these  there  has 
been  a good  deal  of  assimilation  of  originally  non-Arabic  speakers.7 

Even  ostensibly  clear  cases  can  become  problematic  in  a broader  compara- 
tive perspective.  I would  assume  that  the  loss  of  pharyngeals  in  a number  of 
WSA  sample  points,  for  instance,  is  a region-specific  development.  However, 
the  WSA  shares  with  the  Tihama  (Yemen,  Saudi  Arabia  coastal  area)  the 
change  ? — > ? (Tihama  maintains  ft,  however),  so  it  cannot  be  ruled  out 
with  complete  certainty  that  the  change  in  the  WSA  is  partly  ancestral. 

Even  more  problematic  are  those  cases  in  which  changes  may  be  due  to 
one  factor  in  one  context,  to  another  in  another.  For  instance,  WSA,  in 
agreement  in  this  case  with  the  entire  Sudanic  region,  for  most  lexemes  has 
the  change  *6  — > d,  dahab  — > dahab  ‘gold’.  As  this  is  attested  only  in  the 
Sudanic  region,  and  as  it  is  historically  contingent,  it  may  be  assumed  that  it  is 
the  result  of  an  innovation  in  the  pre-WSA  diasporic  population  in  Upper 
Egypt.  Elsewhere  in  the  present  data  6 may  remain  d (Mesopotamian  gilit), 
may  become  fricative  z (Daragozii,  Uzbekistan),  v (Siirt),  or  may  become  d 
(Jewish  Baghdadi  = JB,  Christian  Baghdadi  = CB,  Uzbekistan).  The  changes 
to  d and  z are  also  attested  elsewhere  (e.g.  often  d in  North  Africa).  The 
widespread  d value  of  this  variable  could  thus  have  arisen  by  independent  d — > 
d changes.  In  this  perspective,  reflexes  of  original  *d  could  be  explained  in 
terms  of  a single  change  in  the  case  of  the  reflex  in  the  WSA  area,  but  as 
independent  developments  in  the  case  of  North  Africa  and  the  qultu  dialects. 

In  other  cases,  changes  which  could  plausibly  be  regarded  as  due  to 
independent  innovation,  when  looked  at  in  a broader  perspective,  probably 
are  not.  A case  in  point  is  the  deletion  of  the  initial  -h  from  the  object 
pronouns  after  a consonant  -ha  ‘hers’,  -hum  ‘their.M,  and  -hin  their.F  (see 
feature  Ap  2.2.66  and  sect.  8.6.4  for  detailed  discussion).  Often  in  Arabic 
dialects  word  final  -h  is  lost  (cf.  the  word  for  ‘face’  Cairene  wif,  Mardin  wxc, 
Nigerian  wic,  etc.  <wujh),  so  one  could  argue  that  the  current  change  is  a 
specific  instance  of  a more  general  one.  Nonetheless,  it  is  striking  that  among 
Arabic  dialects  this  particular  variant  in  the  object  pronouns  is  concentrated 

7 The  realization  of  t as  tf  in  a number  of  WSA  dialects,  for  instance,  may  best  be  explained  as  a 
combination  of  Fulfulde  implosive  rfwith  the  emphasis  of  t.  The  Fulani  and  Arabs  have  been  in  c ose 
contact  for  hundreds  of  years  in  the  region. 
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„ tW°  a^eas>  namely  among  the  qultu  dialects  of  Mesopotamia  and  parts  of 

yria  and  in  the  Sudanic  area.  Moreover,  wherever  it  occurs,  underlying  stress 

rules  are  not  affected.  Thus  in  Nigerian  Arabic,  faham-a  ‘he  understood  it.M’ 

is  istinguished  by  stress  from  fa'ham-a  ‘he  understood  h.F  <fa'ham-ha  with 

normal  stress  assignment  to  the  first  heavy  syllable  from  the  end  of  the  word. 

e p enomenon  is  little  attested,  at  least  in  the  prevailing  literature,  in  the 

Arabian  peninsula*  and  North  Africa,  for  instance.  In  this  case  if  one  argues 

1S  natur  evelopment,  one  has  to  answer  why  it  is  so  little  attested  in 

rnLma,°nty  °e  u 1 take  ^ to  be  an  argument  for  the  historical 

contingency  of  the  development. 

rteSt  of  ^ section  will  be  devoted  to  a discussion  of  the  origin  of  the 

nine  ' urenCCS  USCd  “ SCCt  ”■ In  my  judgment  most  of  the  forty- 

thev  a ^ ^ 1C  1 trCat  rePresent  historically  contingent  events.  That  is,  if 
nf  ? inr°  different  dialects  il  is  evidence  of, a common  origin  in 
indene  A featUre'  The  few  features  which  I think  more  likely  due  to 

Ire  attestd  ^ are’  **  areas  fro™  the  present  sample  where  they 

(2)  Lo^5  WhK0SC  C?r°n  V3lUeS  may  be  due  to  ^dependent  innovation 
Loss  of  emphasis  (Abbeche,  Uzbekistan) 

Loss  of  pharyngeals  il/f  (WSA) 

Loss  of  feminine  plural  (Abbeche,  most  qultu  dialects). 

to  a single1  historical  evemTre;6  03565  t0  independent  development,  in  others 

(3) 

> d (Sudanic  area) 

d,Z  (Uzb'ki!«”.  »"*  mltu  dialect,) 

« - > (non-Bag,™,  WSA.  some  qul,u  dialeas). 

Pht„7„g2  °Af:STr“ow*,?,T  °f  ^ ■»  W »d  (3)  are 

developments  occur  in  other  Semif  ,'"Vm‘,y  Press  •>oln,s  0,11  ,hat  similar 
and  Ethio-Semitic  for  instant  11  ^ angUages-  Radian,  Modem  Hebrew, 
ing  the  case  for  independentdevl^  ^ ^ of  Pba^als,  strengthen- 

ch.  3),  one  may  InVOldng  ^ ^ ** 

purposes  of  comparative  reconsS.  C08natlon  as  havm8  greater  weight  for 
phonological  and  arbitrary  semanri  '°?  S1”Ce  SUch  eng031*00  imPlies  both 

logical  cognation  is  well  attested  in  C re  atlonshlP-  As  will  be  seen,  morpho- 

stea  in  the  current  sample. 

* Occasionally  in  southern  Gulf  Arabic  anH  • r 

m a few  areas  in  Yemen;  Behnstedt  1985:  87. 
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One  might  want  to  exclude  these  features  from  any  consideration  of 
historical  relationship  (see  sect.  5.4.4  below).  Doing  so,  however,  does  not 
materially  affect  the  present  conclusions. 

5.2.5.  Describing  the  variables  in  plain  language 

It  is  the  logic  of  the  comparative  method  that  a reconstructed  proto-Arabic  is 
needed  to  ‘explain’  developments  observed  in  contemporary  Arabic  dialects. 
Such  a proto-Arabic  entity  does  not  yet  exist,  however,  at  least  not  in  adequate 
detail.  Nonetheless,  statements  have  to  be  made  about  related  forms  in 
different  dialects,  for  instance  the  form  CaCiiC,  as  in  Chadian  Arabic  kabiir 
‘big’,  Hiit  kbiir , and  Muslim  Baghdadi  cibiir.  Lacking  a reconstructed  proto- 
form, and  not  wanting  to  conjure  up  such  on  the  spur  of  the  moment,9  a 
methodologically  neutral  convention  is  needed  to  say  that  one  is  talking  about 
reflexes  of  the  same  assumed  proto-form  in  all  three  cases,  even  if  the  proto- 
form itself  is  not  necessarily  available.  Conventionally,  therefore,  it  is  assumed 
that  in  cognate  sets,  as  here,  a proto-form  is  reconstructible.  While  cognate 
sets  are  the  basic  unit  of  comparison,  transposing  the  description  into  plain 
English  sometimes  entails  formulations  which  can  be  understood  as  assuming 
a particular  proto-form.  The  form  kabiir,  for  instance,  might  be  said  to 
‘maintain’  the  vowel  /a/,  kbiir  to  delete  it.  This  manner  of  description  appears 
to  imply  that  kabiir  is  retentive,  kbiir  innovative.  Lacking  explicit  reconstruc- 
tion, however,  there  is  nothing  to  say  that  the  /a/of  kabiir  hasn  t been  inserted 
in  original  * kbiir. 

As  will  be  seen,  little  in  the  argumentation  depends  on  assumptions  about 
which  forms,  if  any,  are  identical  to  a possible  proto-form,  and  where  the  issue 
of  proto-forms  is  crucial,  as  in  sect.  5.4,  their  relevance  will  be  explicitly 
spelled  out.  In  the  meantime,  the  formulation  used  to  describe  the  variants 
of  individual  variables  will  be  descriptively  clear,  without  necessarily  being 
descriptively  pure  from  a historical  linguistic  perspective. 

5-3-  Statistical  Results  and  their  Meaning 

The  basic  results  are  first  presented  in  tables.  Table  5.1  gives  the  range  of 
standard  deviations  (SDs)  and  the  means  for  the  forty-nine  variables.  The 
means  and  SDs  are  calculated  as  follows.  First,  the  mean  is  calculated  for  each 
of  the  forty-nine  variables  individually.  The  individual  means  and  SDs  are 
then  aggregated  and  divided  by  the  total  forty-nine  so  that  an  overall  means/ 


» Certainly  the  form  kbiir  is  to  be  seen  as  innovative  relative  to  proto-Arabic. 
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Table  5.1.  Means  and  standard  deviations  for  49  variables 

Mean  of  aggregated  SDs 
Mean  of  individual  variables 

WSA  r.68  ,15 

Mesopotamia  1.58  39 

Uzbekistan  1.46 

Shukriyya  ^38 

SD  is  obtained.  Since  Uzbekistan  and  Shukriyya  have  a single  value,  they  have 
no  standard  deviation. 

The  important  statistic  in  Table  5.1  is  the  means  of  the  aggregated  standard 
eviations.  It  is  clear  here  that  WSA  with  a lower  mean  of  SD  is  a far  more 
compact,  ess  variable  dialect  than  Mesopotamia.  According  to  the  measures 
ere,  it  is  more  of  a coherent  dialect  than  is  Mesopotamia.  The  standard 
ion  is  a more  telling  statistic  here  than  the  mean,  since  it  would  not 
^ eVen*l  1 6 Va*U6S  ^^dual  variables  were  changed  around. 
*<  _ , >anC?’„  'S,  ^'Vcn  a value  of  1,  *c  of  ‘2’.  Reversing  these  values  so  that 

in  tt,'  , ,C  , 1 WOLdd  not  alter  the  fact  that  WSA  has  no  deviation  at  all 
in  this  vanabk.  In  the  current  coding  system  it  is  uniformally  T’,  therefore  an 

of  o 10  6 Va  UCS  WCre  reversed  d would  be  categorically  ‘2’,  with  an  SD 

bv  «nmm'  5 ^ort^  nine  variables  are  combined  into  one  super  variable 
^?!;taafd  deviations.  In  these  terms  it  may  be  said  that  the 

features  treated  * ^ ^ ^ that  °f  MesoPotamian  Arabic,  for  the 

logical  (J3"PrtS  JablC  5 u CXCept  that  the  Matures  are  divided  into  phono- 
■Z!  t~  5)  “u  morPhological  (N  = 24)  classes. 

mately  equallv'to^hTVff^  ph°n°logy  and  morphology  contribute  approxi- 

WA  a"d  MeSOPO,°mia' P1n 
/ 8 of  Mesopotamian  Arabic  found  when  all 

Table  5.2.  Sum  of  standard  deviations 


WSA 

Mesopotamia 


10  For  information,  thirty-three  of  the  fnm,  • 

one  has  5 values,  four  have  4,  and  eleven  ha^"nf  Ianables  are  Valued.  Of  the  remaining  sixteen, 
goes,  ten  have  the  same  value  (hence  an  SD  of  1 ) 6 SU£teen  muki-valued  variables,  as  far  as  WSA 
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Table  5.3.  Means  and  standard  deviations  for  49  variables, 
phonology  and  morphology 


Phonology 

Standard 
Mean  deviation 

Morphology 

Standard 
Mean  deviation 

WSA 

1.72  .21 

1.70 

.10 

Mesopotamia 

1.62  -45 

i-54 

•33 

Uzbekistan 

1.58 

i-34 

Shukriyya 

1.40 

1-35 

features  are  classed  together  reappears  in  the  phonological  and  morphological 
subcomponents. 

The  next  two  tables  are  relevant  to  the  discussion  in  sect.  5-4-  In  these  the 
WSA  and  Mesopotamia  dialect  areas  are  compared  to  two  specific  dialects, 
the  Shukriyya  in  the  eastern  Sudan  and  Uzbekistan.  As  these  are  represented 
by  a single  variant  they  themselves  have  no  standard  deviation.  For  these 
statistics,  in  Table  5.4  I have  compared  the  value  of  a given  feature  of  the 
Shukriyya  or  Uzbekistan  dialect  to  the  mean  of  the  WSA  and  Mesopotamian 
ones,  and  noted  to  which  mean  it  is  nearer.  For  instance,  for  variable  45  (Ap 
2.2.45),  insertion  of  a long  -aa-  before  a verbal  pronominal  object  suffix 
( katab-aa-ha  ‘he  wrote  it’,  Y = no  insertion  of  aa,  ‘2’  = insertion),  WSA 
has  a value  of  1.62,  all  other  areas  a value  of  Y (i.e.  uniformly  no  insertion).  In 
terms  of  this  feature,  Shukriyya  and  Uzbekistan  are  considered  closer  to 
Mesopotamia  than  they  are  to  WSA.  According  to  Table  5.4,  in  ivi  u 
features  of  WSA/Mesopotamia  in  the  sample  are  about  evenly  split  as  regar  s 

to  their  relative  proximity  to  Uzbekistan  and  Shukriyya. 

Without  presenting  the  statistics  here,  it  can  also  be  noted  that  dividing  the 
features  between  phonology  and  morphology  yields  a similar  division  as  in 
Table  5.4,  analogous  to  the  difference  between  Tables  5.1  and  5.3. 

Table  5.5  looks  at  the  same  data  from  a similar  perspective  as  Table  5 4- 
A count  is  made  comparing  how  many  times  the  WSA  and  Mesopotamian 


Table  5.4.  Number  of  variables  for  which  the  means  of  WSA  or 
Mesopotamia  are  closer  to  Uzbekistan/Shukriyya 


| 

. M 
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IT*”-  Identical  means>  WSA  and  Mesopotamia  compared  to 
Uzbekistan,  Shukriyya 


WSA 

Mesopotamia 

Uzbekistan 

Shukriyya 

19 

22 

13 

14 

i-  • • CaS,  ^aVe  exacdy  same  score  (same  mean  value  implying  same 
guistic  value)  as  Uzbekistan  and  Shukriyya.  The  mean  score  used  in  Table 

lems  wSVk,  ^ interPretive  Pr°hlems  discussed  in  sect.  5.8,  prob- 
identiral  p 3 C 5 5 circumvents  simply  by  counting  only  values  which  are 
(WSA  — °r  var’ab^e  12>  absence/presence  of  word-internal  imala 

counted  al'h0’ ^ MeS;P0taniia  = 1-63>  Uzbekistan  = 1.00,  Shukriyya  = 1.00)  is 
These  1 Z fCal  f°r  WSA’  Uzbekistan’  and  Shukriyya 
borders  for  ll  3 “ ShOW  ^ looking  beTond  the  WSA  and  Mesopotamian 
antees  structural  K ativeS’  geographical  proximity  by  no  means  guar- 

bekistan  in  partkuiar  is  *** to  wsa’  in 
mT  me3SUre  (Table  5)- In  terms  of' the  similar  means 
are  as  •»  - ^ - - 

component  narr-f  Th  SUtlst‘cs  d's*nantles  the  Mesopotamian  dialects  into 
< vTZ"T  n for  18  "“<■  “ above,  die  atea  is 

* contm™ ' tPf rr tha'  ^ t -«*•  — » 

in  Mesopotamian  H i U grouPs  used  here  follow  traditional  ones 

*■“  <»=»■  - 

gilit  dialects  (N  = 2I  Tb  2)>  Baghdad  qultu  dialects  (N  = 2),  and 

logical  classification.  The  diakrts  C is  based  on  signing  dialecto- 

of  increasing  means  Cm  °l  dla^ect  8roupings  are  arranged  in  order 
deviation.  Gr°UpS  Wth  only  member  have  no  standard 

perspective,  WSA  r^Tins  fstrikfrM**  u Fr°m  3 pureIy  statistical 
even  though  it  has  more  than^Leetim  ^ (haS  3 l0W  SD)’ 

group  on  this  list  and  covers  a m 3S  many  members  as  any  other 

instance,  a lower  SD  tba„  o , mUCh  Wlder  geographical  area.  It  has,  for 

A mom  important  p„“,t  o,'"  AM,°lia"  **“ 
areas  as  represented  by  the  , CSent  purPoses  ls  die  coherency  of  the  dialect 
tamia  are  split  in  two,  as  it  w °8  °.  means-  The  qultu  dialects  of  Mesopo- 
by  Shukriyya  and  UzbekistanArahiJ  y 1 heitltt dialerts  of  Mesopotamia  but 

e Anatolian  qultu  dialects  are  closer 
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Table  5.6.  Mesopotamian  subdialects 


Dialect  or  subdialect  area 

Mean 

Mean  of  SDs 
(where  applicable) 

Non-Baghdad  qultu  (N  = 2) 

1.31 

.12 

Baghdad  qultu  (N  = 2) 

1.38 

.06 

Shukriyya 

1.38 

Uzbekistan 

1.46 

Gilit  (N  = 2) 

1.51 

.11 

Anatolia  qultu  (N  = 3) 

1.6l 

.21 

WSA  (N  = 9) 

1.68 

•15 

to  WSA  than  they  are  to  the  other  Mesopotamian  subdialects.  Uzbekistan 
Arabic  falls  close  to  the  middle  of  the  entire  range  of  mean  values. 

The  main  ‘problem’  which  emerges  from  this  statistical  summary  presented 
in  Tables  5.1— 5.6  resides  in  the  Mesopotamian  dialects.  They  are  extremely 
splintered,  and  are,  under  the  premisses  set  out  in  this  study,  often  as  or  more 
similar  to  dialects  geographically  far  removed  as  they  are  to  each  other.  Why 
should  this  be  so?  As  a linguistic  problem  the  answer  will  reside  in  a complex 
of  causes:  change  through  language  contact,  lack  of  change  due  to  linguistic 
isolation  and  other  causes,  independent  innovation,  and,  as  a post-Islamic  era 
diasporic  variety,  characteristics  of  the  founding  dialects.  It  is  this  last, 
historical  component  which  I will  concentrate  on  in  greatest  detail.  I touch 
on  other  questions  in  summary  fashion  in  sect.  5.6  below. 

At  this  point  it  is  relevant  to  suggest  an  initial  historical  hypothesis  centered 
on  the  two  dialects  which  are  geographically  most  removed  from  each  other, 
Uzbekistan  and  the  western  Sudanic  area.  Because  of  the  immense  distance, 
both  spatial  and  diachronic,  separating  the  two  areas,  focusing  the  issue  on 
these  two  dialects  brings  to  the  foreground  the  importance  of  historical 
explanations  in  accounting  for  similarities,  should  they  be  significant. 

The  statistical  similarities  between  Uzbekistan  Arabic  and  WSA 
Arabic  are  due  to  a common  pre-diasporic  ancestor,  located 
probably  on  the  Arabian  pensinsula. 

This  hypothesis  can  be  met  with  scepticism,  as  it  has  been  stated  without 
detailed  discussion  of  the  linguistic  variables  themselves.  There  are  two  initial 
answers  to  this.  First,  the  logic  of  the  method  does  indeed  depend  on  numbers 
for  developing  hypotheses  and  the  numbers  are  only  as  reliable  as  the  coding 
system  and  statistical  test  used.  As  far  as  the  coding  system  goes,  the  last  t ir 
of  this  chapter  is  devoted  to  explication  of  the  system  I used.  The  statistics  m 
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hlCslTnqUiteibaS,C;  1 efheW  the  USC  0f  more  advanced  techniques  until  the 
cavLTn  15  u and  thC  ^ baSC  is  exPanded’  however.  Given  these 
social  InH  l-  yPOtheS'S  1S  Commensurate  with  what  little  is  known  about  the 
nlausihl  • T‘StlC  ld?"tlty  °f  the  exPanding  Arabic  groups.  It  is  historically 
Uzbeldsta111  HatpP°PU  nS  °f  Arabs  are  known  to  have  moved  into  both 
eiehth  l,"  r 87Pt’  “ S°me  “ b°th  via  the  Syrian  desert.  In  the  early 
Upper  EevmT’  Zb  “J? ““  Qaysites>  are  reported  to  have  been  settled  in 
reported^amorT  * 7^  ^ (LeWis  197°:  176k  a tribe 

Transoxiana  (Agfa  i99 “ 7)  Of  MUSl™’  ^ COnqUer°r  °f 

WSA  area,  a preliminary  stopping  poItV  migrati°n  * ** 

the  SMneooDiiW^16  7 Written  S°UrCeS  at  our  disPosal  whether  it  was 

in  theThrHow  0m  Split’  °nC  mOVin*  in  0ne  Action,  one  “8 

“ 15  PrfdSely  3 stre"gth  of  comparative  linguistics  that 
ZXS Le  t 1°  °date  Carlier  m^rations-  Unless  the  high  degree  of 
that  the  Likr  co0ntCemnCe  mdependent  development,  it  has  to  be  assumed 
common  ancestor.  P°rary  Populations  must  at  some  time  have  shared  a 

nectsarlTnddoTeTV  ^ that  the  use  of  statistics  provides  a 
Arabic^ ^lorkal  I nm  ^ T ^ tend^  °ver  the  last  sixty  years  for 

‘Neo-Arabic’  or  ‘Mesopotamian  Arlbk'  The  *7  8eneralfCateg°ries  such  35 
that  indices  consist  ultimately  of  ind,V4  Z advanta8e  of  usin8  statistics  is 
comes  out  in  the  end  Z Z , lndlvidual  cases  and  variables.  While  what 

individual,  well-defined  cot!?8  ^ number> tbe  number  itself  is  dependent  on 

•«-> , retaf„„ tLtxrs  r- T"  ,he 

variables.  ’ 1 1S  a relation  defined  across  a range  of 

grotph^  be  suggestive  of  significant 

is  the  comparative  method  f measunng  historical  relationship 

■he  compLvZ7ot^ZTtma'°"  °f  <™°-*’nns.  The  nature  of 
stoncal  method,  however,  demands  a relatively  painstaking 


11  It  is  extremely  difficult  traeioo 

NUe.  and  into  the  Sudan.  I,  is>  howter“^nS,I18rati0nS  °Ut  °fthe  peninsula,  down  the 

Q ys,  at  least  in  Egyptia„  genealogies  ™ who, are  usually  reckoned  to  be  part  of 

s ,anCe’  Sta,es  that  the  Mameluke  army  whfch  mad  **  migrat'ons-  MacMichael  (1967:  183-4)  for 
the  ",Kn  C°ntamed' mter  afta>  Banu  HUa  Ba™;  3 mT  “c“  into  Dongola  in  northern 
Sernmn^  f°UPS  35  beSn*  lmPortant  Qaysites  who  h^T  St****  Gardn  (>976: 75)  has  identified 
W0UDine  of  \ na™e  sPreadlng  in  different  directions  hilT  r* Uf>per  E8yP*-  There  are  other  tribes 
eastward^  * t r<  s f°unfi  throughout  the  Sudanic  r«H  ^ ‘ns,ance>  *s  eponymous  for  a large 

Basra)* served  ^ (Kufe)  at  **"  boning  of  the  IsS,?'  ^ Same  tribe  is  mentioned  spreading 
) *e,Ved  3S  *•&*  areas  for  the  subsequent  conl^  C”"quests  (D°™er  .981:  228).  Kufa  (and 

Quest  of  Iran  and  Uzbekistan. 
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reconstruction  of  individual  forms.  One  does  not  reconstruct  a dialect  or  an 
entity  such  as  ‘Neo-Arabic’  but  rather  individual  linguistic  features,  which  are 
subsequently  interpreted  as  forming  larger  units,  such  as  dialects. 

It  is  in  this  spirit  that  in  the  next  section  I consider  two  linguistic  variables 
in  detail  which  bear  on  the  relations  between  the  varieties  discussed  in  this 
section,  in  particular  on  the  relation  between  Uzbekistan  Arabic  and  that  of 
the  other  regions. 

5.4.  Interpretations 

The  statistics  become  more  interesting  when  the  comparatively  detailed 
coverage  of  the  WSA  and  Mesopotamian  areas  are  used  as  a basis  of  com- 
parison for  other  dialects. 

5-4-f-  Uzbekistan  Arabic 

In  recent  years  a certain  amount  of  attention  has  been  directed  towards 
Uzbekistan  Arabic,  both  in  terms  of  its  dialectological  and  historical  status. 
Whereas  this  status  has  usually  been  discussed  in  terms  of  its  relations  to 
Mesopotamian  Arabic,  Behnstedt  (2000: 145)  going  so  far  as  to  claim  it  has  its 
origins  there,  I have  emphasized  geographically  long-range  associations,  in 
particular  with  Nigerian  Arabic  (Owens  1998a:  72). 

The  statistics  in  Tables  5.4  and  5.5  would  support  both  associations.  How- 
ever, Behnstedt ’s  peremptory  dismissal  of  the  Nigerian  connection  in  favor  of  a 
Mesopotamian  one  cannot  be  upheld  in  the  face  of  them:  Uzbekistan 
Arabic  has  more  variables  close  to  values  of  WSA  than  to  Mesopotamia,  and 
its  mean  values,  though  globally  considerably  closer  to  Mesopotamia  than  to 
WSA  (Tables  5.1  and  5.3),  do  not  align  with  a single  Mesopotamian  subgroup 
(Table  5.6). 

An  initial  conclusion  is  that  the  present  statistical  comparison  does  not 
contradict  my  suggestion  of  a special  relationship  between  WSA  and  Uzbeki- 
stan. However,  the  statistical  summary  read  as  pure  numbers  is  neutral  as  to 
historical  interpretation.  Similarities  and  differences  may  be  due  to  common 
inheritance  or  to  shared  or  divergent  innovations.  Given  that  the  current  set 
does  comprise  fundamental  phonological  and  morphological  features,  they 
do  give  a broad  basis  of  comparison.  The  WSA  area  is  testimony  to  this.  Its 
relative  uniformity  can  plausibly  be  related  in  part  at  least  to  its  historical 
roots  (see  above).  By  the  same  token,  the  fact  that  the  WSA  area  does  exhibit  a 
good  number  of  similarities  to  Uzbekistan  encourages  a closer  look  at  the 
two  varieties. 
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Turning  to  this  question,  Behnstedt  says  that  Uzbekistan  Arabic  has  its 
origins  in  Mesopotamian  Arabic.  To  this  point  I have  not  treated  historical 

qUef°nS  Sy'Stematically>  so  111  a sense,  what  I have  presented  and 
R , 6 nfe  * asserts  have  no  direct  connection  with  each  other.  However, 

Behnstedt  himself  does  not  show  how  Uzbekistan  Arabic  arose  from  Meso- 
potamian, so  his  assumption  of  direct  genetic  affiliation  is  unsupported. 

In  making  his  claim,  Behnstedt  refers  to  Jastrow’s  work  (without  a specific 
i?  fH?10,6’  °we^er)-  In  fact.  Jastrow  (1998)  does  treat  the  relation  between 
. ■ 3n  a,1^an<^  ^es°P0tamian  Arabic  in  historical  linguistic  terms, 
and  m a more  differentiated  and  detailed  way  than  does  Behnstedt.  Jastrow 

Arfhir  by^  T8  that  ln  looking  for  relationships  between  Mesopotamian 
Arabic  of  K n ^ °utslde  tbe  area>  one  should  not  consider  Mesopotamian 
fnd  o of  H 7‘  f r>  hC  diYideS  k int°  the  V*"  and  gi/fr  dialects, 

thf  Chant  rfy  at  !east)  in  the  same  way  11131  data  has  been  organized  in 

m hif  ^ inferenCeS  0n  the  ba-  of  contemporary 
data  set  In  T , , Vamb  eS’  thouSh  Wlth  considerably  fewer  than  in  the  current 
columns  rente  6 f ^ (l"8: 177)  is  rePr°duced  in  the  first  three 

(G)  In  addition  Th  ^ diaIects  (Q).  and  ^dialects 

friables  used" n t.  ^ 017  0Wn  data  from  Nigerian  Arabic  - The 

the  comparison  are  copied  from  Jastrow.  The  ones  identical 

I^f^Uzbekman  Arabic  compared  to  other  dialects:  7 variables 

Uz  Q G Nig 

Imperfect  endings- iin,  uun  (Ap  2.2  52)-  VPC 

M vs.  F plural  (Ap  2.2.30)  ' yes  yes  n0 

Linker- in*  yes  no  no  yes 

2FSG-L1  (Ap  2.2.62)  yes  no  no  yes 

internal  passive*  yes  yes  no  yes 

iSG  perfect- fu(Ap  2.2.44)  n°  no  yes  no 

qaaf  (Ap  2.1.1)  no  yes  no  no 

Shared  traits:  yes  yes  no  no 

Uz  - Q:  4/7 
Uz  - G:  2/7 
Uz  - Nig:  5/7 


See  sect.  3.4.1  for  discussion  of  linker-in.  Th.  ■ . 1 

Rhe  } ln  M«°P°tamian  gili,  dialectsin  ' Pa“iw  (eX  ‘it  was  written’  vs.  kitab 
Baghdad  and  some  southern  Iraqfdo  not  have”t&  " ^ Va"able'  Man>'  dialec,s  «-g-  Muslim 

WSA  instead  of  N.gen^Trab ic^  ^ UniVCTSal  “ WSA  area,  I could  equally  have  used 
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to  those  used  in  my  statistics  are  identified  by  the  variable  number  in  my  data 
(see  sect.  5.7).  I have  added  one  variable  to  Jastrow’s  list,  namely  the  realiza- 
tion of  ‘qaaf’,  as  this  is,  traditionally,  one  of  the  constitutive  variables  distin- 
guishing the  qultu  and  gilit  dialects. 

Below  the  table  I have  counted  how  many  features  of  similarity  there  are 
between  Uzbekistan  Arabic  and  the  other  varieties. 

Even  more  strikingly  than  in  my  own  data,  this  abbreviated  list  confirms 
that  a prima  facie  case  can  be  made  for  linking  Nigerian  Arabic  with  Uzbeki- 
stan. It  furthermore  confirms  the  heterogeneous  nature  of  the  Mesopotamian 
area;  the  gilit  dialects  in  this  reckoning  have  only  two  features  in  common 
with  Uzbekistan  Arabic. 

At  this  point  it  is  time  to  move  beyond  tabular  listings.  Methodological 
clarification  is  needed,  however.  For  Jastrow,  Table  5.7  is  not  so  much  a 
taxonomic  listing  as  a statement  about  historical  relation.  He  says  that  his 
list  is  based  on  ‘old  characteristics’  (‘altertumliche  Merkmale ).  The  idea 
appears  to  be  that  the  variables  listed  in  the  comparison  represent  features 
going  back  to  Old  Arabic  or  proto-Arabic  (see  below),  or  at  least,  to  a stage  of 
Arabic  before  certain  innovations  occurred  in  the  Mesopotamian  dialect  area. 

As  it  stands,  however,  Table  5.7  is  no  more  a statement  of  historical  relations 
than  are  the  forty-nine  variables  in  my  data.  Lacking  an  explicit  demonstra- 
tion of  which  features  on  the  list  are  old  or  proto-forms  there  runs  the  danger 
of  claiming  or  assuming  one  feature  to  be  older  than  another  in  a comparative 
linguistic  sense,  while  in  fact  there  is  no  linguistic  basis  for  the  assumption. 
A case  in  point  pertains  to  a further  element  in  Jastrow  s presentation. 

5.4.2.  What  is  not  attested  in  writing  is  not  necessarily  non-existent 
As  I noted,  the  statistics  in  sect.  5.3  are  useful  as  general  direction  markers. 
Shared  features  which  are  relatively  rare  are  a valuable  diagnostic  for  estab- 
lishing historical  relationship.  Thus,  the  fact  that  (1)  above  is  shared  among  all 
WSA  dialects  is  significant  not  only  for  its  limitation  to  the  WSA  area,  but  also 
in  its  status  as  a morphologically  unusual  linguistic  feature.  Such  unusual 
events  are  unlikely  to  be  produced  more  than  once. 

Interesting  in  the  present  context  is  a feature  shared  between  Uzbekistan 
Arabic  and  some  WSA  dialects  (the  Bagirmi  dialects)  whose  chance  of 
independent  origin  is  quite  small.13 

Roughly  speaking,  in  Arabic  dialects  there  are  three  forms  of  an  active 
participle  with  pronominal  object  suffixes.  The  three  different  forms  are 

13  The  feature  was  not  included  in  the  sample  as  for  a number  of  the  dialects  data  is  missing  in  the 
sources  used. 
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contrastive  m the  FSG.  In  all  varieties  the  non-suffixal  feminine  takes  the 
regular  FSG  adjectival  suffix  -aor-e,  the  vowel  quality  depending  on  harmony 
rules,  if  any,  prevailing  in  the  local  dialect. 

Turning  to  the  object  suffix  forms,  in  one  widespread  alternative  (e.g. 
Cairene,  non-Bagirmi  WSA  dialects)  the  object  suffix  is  suffixed  to  the  F. 
participle  form  marked  by  -ee,  or  -aa,  which  otherwise  is  the  FSG  adjectival 
ar  er  see  (4a)).  In  a second,  when  a pronominal  object  suffix  is  added  to  a 
mimne  orm  the  feminine  participle  takes  the  morpho-phonological  alter- 
native  -it,  otherwise  used  in  a genitive  construction  (see  (4b) ).  This  is  found 
Ti  .fta^Ce, m eastern  Libyan  Arabic  and  in  many  Arabian  peninsula  dialects. 
X/Kr  ^ *S  t0  an  ‘ntruslve  suffix  -in-  or  -inn-  on  either  the 

R . °'riT1 'whenever  a pronominal  object  suffix  is  added,  as  in  (4c), 

using  Bagirmi  Arabic  forms  as  examples  in  column  (4c). 

(4)  a bc 

FSP^  ^ kaatib-ha  kaatb-in-he  ‘he  has  written  it.F’ 

aat  66  a kaatb-it-ta  kaatb-in-he  ‘she  has  written  it.F’ 

relatively  small^T-  ^ **  ^ ^ the  le3St  common-  11  is  found  only  in 
Hadramaiit  R h 1S°  V 3reaS’  S°  ^ar  rePorte<f  only  in  Oman  and  western 

on8,?ia  Baharaa)'  •he Eraira,es  (H»les  * * 
WSA  area  Th  ' Ttf3”  ^ee^er  2002:  635)»  and  Bagirmi  Arabic  in  the 

Uzbeb  t^Ith6  * n bCtWeen  itS  form  and  in  these  area.  In 

participle  mtS  th  1!*  PerS°n  pr°nominal  object  suffix  added  to  an  active 
e su  ject  of  the  sentence,  as  in  (5)  (see  sect.  8.7.5). 

(5a)  zorb-in-naa-kum 
hit-IN-we-you.MPL 
‘we  have  hit  you’. 

object.  In  Om^the^nt  ^ Pr°n°minal  obiect  is  allowed,  and  it  marks  the 
the  participle,  rusive  -in  is  suffixed  to  the  gender/number  markers  of 

(5b)  daarb-it-n-if 
hit-F-IN-you.FSG 
‘she  has  hit  you.F’ 
daarb-aat-inn-ij 
hit-FPL-IN-you.FSG 

they.F  have  hit  you.F’  fete  r„;„u  4. 

y r ietc„  Reinhardt  1972  (1894):  139). 

In  Bagirmi  the  intrusive  -in  is  s„m  a 4 

thereby  neutralizing  gender  and  n,  t0  the  participle  stem’ 

8 gender  and  number  contrasts,  (hi)  daarb-in-he  ‘(she) 
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has  hit  her’,  identical  to  masculine,  hu  daarb-in-he  ‘(he)  has  hit  her’.  Appar- 
ently with  first  and  second  person  subjects,  number  and  gender  differences  of 
the  participle  stem  are  neutralized  in  Uzbekistan  Arabic  as  well  (cf.  (5a)  above, 
where  the  plural  suffix  -iin  would  be  expected),  and  in  Dathina  northeast  of 
Aden,  de  Landberg  (1909:  723)  reports  that  a feminine  subject  is  usually  used 
with  the  masculine  participle,  not  with  the  feminine  form  when  an  -in  + 
object  is  added.  In  Bahrain  Shia  -in  is  added  only  to  a singular  participle 
(either  to  the  M or  F form).  It  may  also  be  noted  that  in  many  Sudanic  dialects 
outside  of  the  Bagirmi  area,  an  intrusive  -in  is  added  to  the  active  participle 
feminine  plural  form,  as  in  Shukriyya  daarb-aat-ann-u  ‘they.F  have  hit  him’ 
or  Kirenawa  daarb-aat-inn-a  (same  meaning).  I assume  a common  (as  yet, 
unexplained)  origin  for  this  latter  feature. 

What  is  important  for  present  purposes  is  the  observation  that  it  is  unlikely 
that  so  unusual  and  specific  a feature  as  the  intrusive  -in  could  have  originated 
independently  in  four  or  five  geographically  separated  areas.  Formally  it  is 
similar  or  identical  in  these  areas,  and  in  some  of  them  gender/number 
differences  are  neutralized  through  its  insertion.  It  is  plausible  to  think  in 
terms  of  common  place  of  origin,  with  the  present-day  geographical  distri- 
butions being  accounted  for  by  migration  out  of  this  place  of  origin.  Follow- 
ing Retso  (1988:  88,  see  Barth  1910/1972):  1-18  for  original  discussion),  a 
common  origin,  however,  could  only  be  somewhere  on  the  Arabian  penin- 
sula, so  far  as  the  present-day  evidence  allows  us  to  deduce,  on  the  eastern  and 
northeastern  littoral,  and  it  would  have  had  to  have  been  pre-diasporic.  Pre- 
diasporic  Arabic,  however,  is  contemporary  with  what  I have  termed  Old 
Arabic.  To  my  knowledge,  the  intrusive  -in  is  mentioned  nowhere  in  Old 
Arabic,  either  by  a grammarian  or  in  a Koranic  reading  tradition.  It  does  not 
exist  as  a written,  attested  form.  Nor  can  it  be  derived  via  grammatical  rule 
from  an  Old  Arabic  form  or  forms,  as  Retso  (1988)  against  various  suggestions 
demonstrates.  Yet  simple  principles  of  reconstruction,  as  briefly  described 
here,  require  its  presence  as  a proto-form  in  the  seventh  or  eighth  century.  It  is 
a contemporary  of  all  varieties  mentioned  in  early  written  sources.  Clearly 
then,  Old  Arabic  as  described  in  old  sources  does  not  exhaustively  describe 
the  forms  of  Arabic  which  were  spoken  during  this  era.  The  comparative 
method  based  inter  alia  on  a consideration  of  modern  dialects,  forces  us  to 
reconstruct  further  forms  into  the  era.14  This  is  illustrated  on  Map  4,  where 
the  modem  attestations  of  the  intrusive  -in  on  the  participle,  force  the 
reconstruction  in  pre-diasporic  Arabic,  probably  on  the  Arabian  peninsula. 

14  Note  that  the  same  argument  was  applied  in  sect.  3.4.1  in  the  interpretation  that  the  linker  -n  of 
modern  dialects  does  not  derive  from  the  Old  Arabic  indefinite  tarrmyn. 
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well  *ear  most  recent  attestation  for  each  dialect  is  noted,  as 

the  area  I,3  ^ ? Sett  ement  ant^  and/or  first  intrusion  of  Arabic  speakers  to 
the  areas  where  the  -in  forms  are  attested. 

5-4-3-  New  is  not  new  until  proven  new 

colteLr^r  ‘lem0,’S,^a,'  th«  Mesopotamian  quin,  dialects  have 
qultu  dialects  differ”6  Certain  lnnovations.  This  explains  why  Mesopotamian 
Uzbekistan  Ar  W u Cmain  resPects  from  Uzbekistan  Arabic:  whereas 

££££%££  " *■  «-  — - ** 

treated  in  much^eatefdeSchT  ^ 

type  of  vowel  harm  Uh.  7,  so  here  I will  be  very  brief.  Imala  is  a 

Z present  Of  • ny  " where  a long  an  changes  to  it  or  « in 

contemporary  Arabic  diawf  1 SyUable'  ^ough  rare  by  the  standards  of 
salient  phenlton  ^ rt  was  gently  at  an  earlier  era  a highly 
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Imala  is  one  of  the  features  Jastrow  cites  as  representing  a post-diasporic 
innovation  characteristic  of  the  Mesopotamian  qultu  dialects.  He  uses  this 
observation  to  argue  that  ‘Uzbekistan  Arabic  did  not  participate  in  either  of 
the  waves  of  innovation  of  the  two  [dialects,  i.e.  qultu/ gilit];  it  displays  the 
innovations  of  neither  the  qultu  nor  the  gilit  dialects’. 

Imala , however,  is  not  a post-diasporic  innovation  and  therefore  the  qultu 
dialects  cannot  be  said  to  have  innovated  the  feature.  This  can  be  seen  on  two 
counts.  First,  imala  is  described  in  great  detail  in  the  oldest  detailed  source 
which  exists  for  Classical  Arabic,  Sibawaih’s  Kitaab  (II:  279-94).  Imala  in  the 
Old  Arabic  classical  tradition  is,  moreover,  at  least  a generation  older  than 
Sibawaih.  In  the  QiraaPaat  literature  of  Ibn  Mujahid  (146—52)  we  find  in 
particular  that  Kisa?i  (Sibawaih’s  contemporary)  and  Abu  SAmr  Ibn  SAlaa? 
(d.  154/770,  see  Ch.  4)  were  two  readers  who  used  imala  regularly.15  Ibn 
Mujahid  summarizes  the  QurPaan  recitation  practices  of  seven  readers,  the 
earliest  of  whom  Ibn  *iAamir  (d.  118/736)  lived  in  the  first  half  of  the  eighth 
century.  It  may  be  assumed  that  imala  was  not  innovative  with  them,  but  rather 
that  they  used  a phonological  trait  whose  origin  is  older,  as  yet  undated  in  a 
comparative  linguistic  sense.  Arabs  began  settling  in  Uzbekistan  (Transoxiana) 
after  710.  In  terms  of  chronological  time,  therefore,  imala  is  attested  at  a date 
contemporary  with  the  Arabic  settlement  of  Uzbekistan.  For  whatever  reasons 
Uzbekistan  Arabic  does  not  have  imala,  one  can  be  excluded,  namely  that 
imala  did  not  exist  at  the  time  of  the  original  Arab  settlement  of  the  country.  It 
is  not  the  case  that  it  is  only  after  Arabs  were  comfortably  ensconced  in 
Transoxiana  that  elsewhere  in  the  Arabic-speaking  world  that  imala  emerged. 

This  is  the  first  reason  imala  cannot  be  regarded  as  innovative  in  the  qultu 
dialects.  The  second  argument  relates  to  the  contemporary  distribution  of 
imala  in  Arabic  dialects.  As  will  be  seen  in  Ch.  7,  imala  is  found  in  the 
Mesopotamian  qultu  dialects,  eastern  Libyan  Arabic,  and  Maltese,  and  was 
well  attested  in  Andalusian  Arabic.  The  distribution  of  the  same  phenomenon 
in  such  widely  separated  areas  points  to  a single  common  point  of  origin.  The 
simplest  explanation  is  that  imala  of  the  present-day  dialects  originate  in 
pre-diasporic  Arabia,  and  spread  from  there  in  different  directions.  is 
indicates  a pre-diasporic  origin,  i.e.  one  which  can  be  reconstructed  no  ater 

than  the  seventh  century.  . 

The  comparative  dating  of  imala  impinges  on  the  present  discussion  in  the 
following  way.  Jastrow  has  argued  that  Uzbekistan  Arabic  is  in  some  sense 


15  Ibn  Kathiyr,  NaafiS,  Hamza,  Ibn  SAamir,  and  SAasim  on  the  other  hand  frequently  arer"^ 
honed  as  those  who  do  not  generally  use  imala,  though  all  may  use  ,t  ^ P/5™ 

Kufan  reader  Hamza  is  said  to  use  imala  in  Pamaata  (Pameta)  who  panted  death  (53.  44),  stronger 
even  than  that  of  NaafiS  and  Abu  SAmr  (Pajadd  min  Pimaalat  Pabiy  SAmr  wa  NaafiS). 
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foundtnUzbd k?sf ' “ f*  ^ °f  ^ in  tbat  * has  innovations  not 

terized  however  h"  °u  °8  C °Sely  at  how  this  one  ‘innovation’  is  charac- 
tha;  mala  " 3 V3riable  which  - fact  cannot  be  used  to 
m /a  an  t vs'  Mesopotanaian  Arabic,  since 

2 hodl  Jc  £ r Cd  mt°  Pre-diasP-ic  Arabic.  The  crucial  point  is  a 

"f  SricT  ha  " KrCaS  JaStFOW  intCrpretS  the  Ust  in  Table  5-7  in  terms 
the  hanTe  no  h"f  “ Une^uivocaI  *andard  by  which  to  measure 

^ iI^°nCaIlmgU1StiC  interPretation  is  possible. 

dialects,  Uzbekistan  and  WSA  l & H m the  present  sampIe  the  Plit 
indication  of  verv  old  affiV  ^ n°  lWa/a  would  constitute  one  small 
geographkd  di  1°  ^ these  pieties,  despite  the  great 

Arabic  stands  no  clos^to^he  rihYdM  ^ “ thiS  Uzbekistan 

the  giht  dialects  than  it  does  to  WSA. 

5-4. A Innovations  and  retentions:  western  Sudanic  Arabic? 

broad^““  6 7 r1™  ->  serve  as  mod.,s  for  , 

to  a relatively  profound  dialect  Hiff  ,prt  dlasponc  times,  and  both  point 
and  no n-imala  forms  were  ^ at  th3t  earIy  ~ “ 

participles,  marking  linkage  Y ' as  were  vanous  ways  of  marking 

» on  The  broi,  "SCa^!“",rn,and  ra0dfc  <S“  «■■>,  and 

Arabic  dialects  can  mirror  diversitlSal«ddlVerS't>r  f°U"d  *°day  am°"8  *' 

It  is  clear,  of  course,  that  there  h ^ PrCSent  “ pre-diasPoric  times, 
ones,  since  the  Arab  diasnora  of  lnnovations,  sometimes  striking 

them,  however,  is  problematic.  It  is  h^^A  f™* eightb  centuries-  Pinpointing 
look  at  each  of  the  fortv-nin  f Cy0nd  tbe  scoPe  of  the  present  chapter  to 

though  eventually  such  a detaLd^T  tre3ted  bere  on  3 case-by-case  basis, 
that  only  the  following  elements  3^7"?  necessary'  Being  brief,  I believe 
in  western  Sudanic  Arabic  I will  ^ evidendY  post-diasporic  innovations 
seen  it  has  a more  differentior  a tfeat  ^lesopotamian  Arabic  here,  for  as 
nerentlated  history  than  does  WSA. 

(6)  Apparent  innovations  in  WSA 

.PnX«vepXms*P  1I'3,4,7,8,9,'°;  5.7  for  disc™  of 

*»  > h.  S>  ?,  d >W6>t/s,?  ( 

o ’ 

™ to  sir.wiiih, , » w 
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Morphology  (features  Ap  2.2.44/53/54/72) 

Loss  of -t  1/2M  perfect  verb  suffix  in  certain  contexts  (as  in  (1)  above), 
n-  T,  n- . . ,-u  ‘we’  in  imperfect  verb,  3FSG  form  of  weak  imperfect  verb 

As  suggested  in  sect.  5.2.4,  a number  of  phonological  features  are  harder  to 
interpret  as  to  the  shared  vs.  independent  innovation  parameter,  than  are 
most  of  the  morphological.  Except  for  the  t>d shift,  all  the  phonological 
changes  involve  an  element  of  simplification  via  loss  of  a marked  character- 
istic (loss  of  emphasis,  pharyngealization,  interdental  fricatives  less  common 
than  dental  or  alveolar  stops).  Universal  tendencies  certainly  play  a role  here. 

That  said,  however,  all  other  features  included  in  this  data  set,  I would 
argue,  are  candidates  for  pre-diasporic  Arabic.17  Note  that  I include  in  this 
latter  set  forms  which  at  some  point  would  disappear  into  deeper  proto 
Arabic  forms.  Feature  Ap  2.1.6  for  instance  is  the  reflex  of  Standard  Arabic  v. 
In  WSA  this  has  various  reflexes,  though  the  most  common  is  q attested  in  six 
of  nine  sample  points.  In  the  present  sample  the  reflex  q is  also  attested  in 
Shukriyya  (especially  in  final  position)  and  in  southern  Mesopotamia.  Out 
side  these  areas  it  is  found  in  the  former  North  Yemen  (five  sample  points  in 
Behnstedt  1985:  44),  in  Syria  in  a long,  continuous  area  on  the  Euphrates 
River,  stretching  to  the  Turkish  border,  and  westward  to  Aleppo  (Behnstedt 
1997:  16),  among  the  Arab  of  Bahrain  (Holes  1987:  36),  and  in  Mauritanian 
Arabic.  Assuming  this  reflex  did  not  innovate  spontaneously  over  and  over 
again,  the  broad  distribution  of  the  variant  speaks  for  a single,  pre  iasporic 
origin.  At  an  older  pre-diasporic  level  the  innovation  v > q occurred  among 
some  groups  of  speakers.  Populations  with  both  variants  then  move  outsi 

the  peninsula.  . . * 

The  important  point,  however,  is  that  the  broad  distribution  of  q<  v 
outside  Arabia  speaks  for  a reconstruction  of  the  form  in  the  pre  laspo 
population  as  well.  All  features  not  included  in  (6)  above,  thirty-nine  in  a , 
I believe  are  candidates  for  a pre-diasporic  variety,  though  of  course  ultimate 
justification  depends  on  case-by-case  argumentation. 

I would  note  that  with  possibly  one  exception,18  none  of  the  innovations  m 
(6)  is  shared  between  WSA  and  Uzbekistan  Arabic,  which  means  t y 
identical  features  shared  between  the  two  (see  Tables  5-4_5-6  a ove  wo 
retentions. 


■7  A reader  points  out  that  there  are  other  features  which  may  be  due  to^nfC  inSemitic  languages, 
citing  the  development  of  the  so-called  analytic  genitive  (not  documented I her*  ™ 0|d 

3.4.3).  As  argued  in  3.4.3,  however,  this  feature  is  not  self-evidently  a new  .endencym  Arab.c,  both 
Arabic  and  contemporary  dialects  having  analytic  and  a synthetic  (-  g ^ 

«»  9 > siswidespreadbothinBagirmiArabicintheWSAareaand,nUzbek.stanArab,c.Otco 

this  could  also  be  due  to  common  inheritance. 
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5'5-  The  interpretation  of  Arabic  linguistic  history 

The  discussion  in  the  previous  two  subsections  may  be  seen  as  complement- 
ing the  use  of  the  statistics  in  the  following  way.  The  statistics  provide,  as  it 
were,  a blunt  instrument  for  suggesting  where  significant  relationships  lie.  As 
raw  data,  they  do  not  automatically  reveal  why  dialect  areas  are  similar  or 
1 erent,  whether  because  of  chance  convergence,  change  due  to  contact  and 
orrowing,  innovation  due  to  simplification  or  analogical  formation,  or  to 
common  inheritance.  They  can,  however,  help  identify  where  it  might  be 
interesting  to  look  for  further  evidence  which  helps  disentangle  what  elements 

at  P ^ ^US’  ^ °ne  sta^st*cal  measure  of  similarity  and  difference 

a £S  5'4,  5-5  Uzbekistan  Arabic  turns  out  to  be  as  similar  to  WSA  as  it  is 

esopotamian  Arabic.  These  similarities,  moreover,  are  most  likely  not 

? C 'n  tT)endent  innovation  (see  sect.  5.4.3).  Looking  further  to  features 

yt  ese  two  varieties,  it  turns  out  that  both  have  a highly  contingent 

CTurUCfti0n’  Wh°Se  °rigin  g0es  back  t0  Pre-diasporic  Arabic.  The 

diasnr.neSS  ° 1S-  CatUre  can  ordy  explained  in  terms  of  an  original  pre- 

Arahian*”  P°PU  a!10n  tb's  ^eature  in  their  language  moving  out  of  the 

extremal/6  fTi!11  a’  ^ spllttinS>  one  eventually  settling  in  the  eastern 

end  In  th  0 e ra  'c'sPeakan8  world,  the  other  at  an  extreme  western 

Dlement  St3tlStlCS  3nd  reconst™ction  of  the  participial  forms  com- 

plement each  other  in  a rather  vivid  way. 

lincuistirallv  S'  ^hr°re-  prov*de  basis  for  other,  interesting,  if  not 
1X1,1™  ?VPO,heKS'  ' 1“™'  fOT  included  Shukriyy* 

Uzbeldstan  AraWc  Se  sS'in  T0^  * 7““  ™Ph“’S  °° 

ha,  no  noteworthy  affinity  J h WSA  a'  1 "?“*  ^ 

Arabic  I Hn  *1-  i , " wim  WSA  Arabic  as  compared  to  Mesopotamian 

of  present-day  Arabk  ^ctsTafof  ^ Rather’  “ SUggCStS  that  ^ 
nine  variables!  S’  course>  measured  in  the  current  forty- 

geogrlS lo/ I"  r"rre  dCpendent  on  inheritance  than  it  is  on 

evidence  here  for  a^H  " d‘alect0)IoSical  terms,  there  is,  in  fact,  no  strong 

Mesopotamian. 19  The  historical  fi  ^ 1 h)  contrastin8  as  a whole  with 
where,  historically,  did  the  diff  1S  chaUen8ed  here  on  ^ frontS: 

coterritorial  coma  t htod  TT  C°™  fr°m  and  to  what  extent  do£S 
Lurking  bSf  th^H  ” ^ ^ ^entiation  (see  sect.  5.6)? 

statistics  and  reconstructioiW  °f  individual  variables  used  in  the 
econstruction  of  specific  linguistic  forms  is  the  more 

*’  Evmi  less  so  Behnstedt’s  (2000-  usl 

Arabla>-  ' 45  f lle  categ°nzation  of  Sudanic  Arabic  as  Hijazi  (Saudi 
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fundamental  issue  of  how,  generally,  Arabic  linguistic  history  is  to  be  con- 
ceptualized. 

Essentially  there  are  two  interpretive  approaches,  which  were  contrasted  at 
length  in  Ch.  2.  To  recapitulate,  one,  developed  mainly  in  Germany  in  the 
nineteenth  century,  is  to  regard  Classical  Arabic,  conventionally  termed  Old 
Arabic  ( Altarabisch ) as  the  ur-ancestor  of  the  contemporary  dialects,  also 
known  as  Neo-Arabic  ( Neuarabisch , e.g.  Brockelmann  1908;  Blau  1988,  2002. 
16;  Fischer  1995).  Jastrow’s  model  follows  this  tradition.  He  assumes  (rather 
than  demonstrates)  a division  between  old  and  new  or  innovative  structures, 
and  on  this  basis  works  out  a historical  linguistics.  Thus,  imala  is  assumed  to 
be  innovative  or  newer  than  non-  imala  varieties,  and  so  Uzbekistan  Arabic, 
which  lacks  imala,  can  be  considered  an  older  variety,  relative  to  Old  Arabic, 
than  are  the  qultu  dialects  of  Iraq,  which  have  the  innovative  imala. 

The  problem  with  this  approach  is  not  in  its  basic  logic.  In  some  respects 
Jastrow’s  interpretations  are  certainly  correct.  The  change  of  r -► v,  charac- 
teristic of  a few  Iraqi  qultu  dialects  (see  Ap  2.1.13)  is  undoubtedly  innovative 
for  those  dialects  which  have  it.  The  problem  lies  in  the  assumption  of  what 
the  ancestral  variety  is. 

A second  approach  is  to  assume  no  predefined  ancestral  version,  and  to 
develop  one  according  to  customary  principles  of  comparative  linguistics. 
I have  suggested  that  the  second  position  is  little  developed  among  Arabi- 
cists,20  and  so  what  I have  presented  here  represents  only  basic  spadework.  It 
leads  to  a reconstruction  of  pre-diasporic  Arabic  which  is  considerably  more 
complex  than  traditionally  assumed.  The  complexity  in  part,  as  seen  in  t e 
discussion  in  the  previous  three  chapters  is  already  attested  in  some  detai  in 
the  oldest  texts,  and  in  part  it  follows  from  a simple  reconstruction  o orms 
based  on  the  distribution  of  post-diasporic  elements,  such  as  the  intrusive  in 
treated  in  sect.  5.4.2.  It  can  also  lead  to  the  postulation  of  forms  which  may 
even  contradict  aspects  of  Classical  Arabic  as  described  by  the  Ara  ic  gram 
marians,  for  instance  the  postulation  of  caseless  variety  as  the  proto  ancest 

of  a case-based  variety  (Chs.  3,  4)-  , , 

As  will  be  evident  from  the  preceding  discussion,  the  position  argued  tor 

here  by  no  means  leads  to  the  reconstruction  of  a unitary  proto 


20  The  two  general,  opposing  positions  which  I define  here  are,  in  the 
linguistics,  relatively  poorly  profiled.  In  fact,  only  the  first  “ highiy  orthodox  and 
I believe  it  may  be  associated  with  a highly  scholarly,  , renresentatives  are 

restrictive  interpretation  of  Arabic  linguistic  history.  Among  its  . mDOraries  Df  Brockel- 

Brockelmann,  Noldeke,  and  Fuck.  What  today  is  little  appreciated  is  that  c°n  P°  f h 

man  and  Noldeke  such  as  Vollers,  de  Landberg,  and  later  Kahle  argued  forabroder-d^  ofwha 
the  'Arabiyya  was.  Even  if  I would  not  agree  in  all  detailed  interpretations  with  this  latter  group. 


168  Pre-Diasporic  Arabic  in  the  Diaspora 

located  somewhere  in  the  Arabian  peninsula  or  in  a neighboring  area.  By  the 
same  token,  it  does  not  preclude  it  either.  It  does  argue  for  a stepwise 
reconstruction  process,  working  first  back  to  the  pre-diasporic  varieties  of 
Arabic.  Moving  backwards  beyond  these  varieties  is  a task  left  unaddressed 
here,  though  obviously  is  a desideratum  for  fiirther  research. 

The  problem  treated  in  this  chapter  is  not  new.  Indeed,  it  was  summarized 
°ye l a * °USaf1<^  years  a8°  by  Ibn  al-Nadim  (d.  954)  writing  about  the  origin 

0 able  orthography  in  his  Fihrist:  7.  ‘and  each  [pre-Islamic]  tribe  had  its 
linguistic  variety  which  distinguished  it  and  by  which  it  was  recognized,  all  of 
which  are  a part  of  the  original  (Pasl)  variety’. 

a recent  compendious  survey  of  the  term  ‘Sarah’  and  its  congeners  in 

a sources,  Retso  suggests  that  the  Classical  language  itself,  as  embodied 

in  pre  s amic  poetry,  had  died  out  before  Islam,  and  that  it  existed  not  in  one 

orm  but  rather  as  several  ‘languages  of  the  Arabs’  in  pre-Islamic  Arabia’ 
(2003: 595).  F 

,°/?iS  cbapter 's  sympathetic  to  these  two  perspectives.  It  is  to 
and  that  & ? tversity  is  often  directly  reflected  in  contemporary  diversity, 
and  t C°l|1  emPorary  diversity  can  be  used  both  to  reconstruct  old  diversity, 

DrocedurS1thCOntemPOrary  diVCrSity  throu8h  the  ultimately  simplifying 
the  absence  f 6 C°mparatlve  hnguistic  method.  This  can  take  place  even  in 
modern  sch°i  ^h'  F?latl0n  in  old>  classical  sources.  From  this  vantage  point, 
Wfth  this  S;  tOGl  t0  discern  what  the  A*  of  Arabic  is. 

statistical  sum  100  ^ S 1 6 ^eneral  discussion  of  the  relation  between  a 
the  interDretaf11317  f “nJ_emPorary  Arabic  dialects,  reconstruction,  and 

1 discuss  individual  problL^ntheft^h1''  ^ th”*  SeCti°nS 

of  which  there  a tbe  mterPretation  of  the  linguistic  features, 

Th  m"y>  “d  °Udine  fcnh«  “ »hich  • comparative 

the  conceptualization  of'prow  a"',!,'  of  1 »rgu™"t  in  this  book, 

sections  later.  P t Arablc’  maY  want  to  come  back  to  these 

5.6.  Statistics.  Reconstruction,  Hypothesis  Testing 

and  specific  issues of ^°^Mrated  0n  1*'  relation  between  the  statistics 
for  many  issues  which  ' n‘  reconstructi°n>  the  statistics  can  be  invoked 
functions  “ * T of  die  language.  One  of  thei- 

provide,  for  exanmle  an  ^ • 060  3tm^  contemP°rary  dialectology.  They 
notions  of  wta  sta  ^ »!>«  is  .here,  sh„m  ofpreefneeived 

remains  a primart tSi„I  ffm"  n°'  ■”  respect,  and  this 

ary  tuncton  of  the  st.Ustics,  i,  provides  a general  dassificatoty 
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framework  for  understanding  the  diversity  and  unity  of  Arabic  dialects  in 
their  contemporary  form. 

The  further  interpretation  of  the  statistics  belongs  to  a different  conceptual 
order.  One  of  the  most  important  is  to  relate  them  to  a historical  interpret- 
ation of  the  development  of  Arabic.  The  statistics  provide  prima  facie  evi- 
dence for  a significant  relationship  between,  inter  alia,  Uzbekistan  Arabic  and 
WSA.  This  provides  one  lead  in  looking  for  other  connections  between  the 
two  areas.  In  fact,  as  seen  in  sect.  5.4.2,  other,  non-trivial  links  can  be  found. 
Still,  without  a precise,  feature-by-feature  reconstruction  of  the  different 
linguistic  variables,  the  citation  of  quantitatively  based  groupings  alone  does 
not  prove  anything  as  far  as  historical  relationship  goes. 

Even  if  the  statistics  do  not  provide  proof  of  relationship,  coupled  with 
reconstruction  they  are  helpful  in  formulating  hypotheses  about  how  Arabic 
spread.  A global  interpretation,  based  on  the  foregoing  discussion,  is  that  the 
pre-diasporic  Arabic  was  quite  heterogeneous,  and  that  as  Arabic-speaking 
groups  migrated  outside  the  Arabian  peninsula  beginning  in  the  seventh 
century,  different  varieties  became  dominant  in  different  regions.  The  Arabs 
who  settled  Uzbekistan  and  those  who  made  their  way  down  the  Nile  and 
ultimately  migrated  into  the  western  Sudanic  area  may  well  have  derived  from 
the  same  pre-diasporic  group. 

Beyond  this  general  perspective,  the  statistics  give  insight  into  many  aspects 
of  developments  in  Arabic  linguistic  history.  I mention  seven  of  these  cursor- 
ily in  the  form  of  open-ended  hypotheses.  These  points  are  common  issues  in 
discussion  of  language  spread,  contact,  and  change,  though  they  are  on  y 
rarely  stated  explicitly  in  the  Arabic  dialectological  tradition.  These  seven 
hypotheses  are  neither  exhaustive,  nor  are  they  mutually  exclusive.  Un iess 
otherwise  stated  the  brief  exemplifications  relate  to  the  observations  in  Tables 
5.1-5.6  that  the  WSA  area  is,  statistically  a more  homogeneous  area  than  is  the 
Mesopotamian. 

Hi  The  homogeneity  of  a dialect  area  is  a direct  reflection  of  its 
age  of  settlement.  Newly  settled  areas  are  more  homogeneous  t an 
older  ones. 

WSA  is  more  homogeneous  than  the  Mesopotamian  because  it  was  settled 
considerably  later. 

H2  Low  percentage  forms  are  innovations  more  likely  than  relics. 

If  they  only  are  found  in  neighboring  dialects,  they  are  probably 
innovations. 


i7Q  Pre-Diasporic  Arabic  in  the  Diaspora 

Jastrow’s  example  of  % ->y  fits  here.  It  is  found  in  only  two  dialects  in  the 
sample  contiguous  ones,  Jewish  and  Christian  Baghdadi.  This  feature  is 
certainly  an  innovation. 

H,3  The  h°mo8eneity  of  a dialect  area  is  a function  of  the  life  style 
of  its  inhabitants. 

infinenr  A cu^ure  the  WSA  area  has  historically  been  strongly 

facmtated  i yiar  n°  uC  ^ Semi'nomadic  hfestyle,  intercommunication  is 

devdonm e r Te  *?  MesoPotandan  area),  and  this  militates  against  the 
development  of  marked  dialect  differences. 

rnnhw!  h°mm8rity  °f  3 dialect  area  is  a Unction  of  its  geog- 
Seth  r uCaUed  here  that  h is  on]y in  the  course  of  the 
etc  ha  ftTIiry  t,hat  modern  communication,  roads,  bridges, 
c.  have  tended  to  level  natural  geographical  boundaries. 

been  a hindran^^  ? fl3t  GeoSraphical  boundaries  have  generally  not 

in  mo;ement- A significant  “ is  “ 

months  a vear  vill  ’ ere  dunn8  the  rainy  season,  for  four  or  five 
BagTi  f"  T from  the  outer  world.  The 

Mesopotamia  at  least*  * ^ dlstlnct  dlaiect  area  within  WSA.  In  northern 
region  where  the  gr^esTdiv"^  ^ ““““"ieetion,  and  it  is  in  this 

staterfftTSTs^ielf ' S T “ V S‘nC,i°n  °f  'he 

one,  which  can  be  extended  in  ^ ^thesis  is  a complicated 
one  wav  for  th*.  j vanous  ways.  I will  do  this  in  only 

speakers  will  tend  to*1™8"1  ^ 1 Would  suggest  that  minority 

where  th«  “ rlZT"‘ T'™'  ■>“*" 

koinization  and  In  r • u 8 3 ^anca  variety  will  tend  towards 

•he  C n“«  “ll"h,TI'd  “hen  ,h«e  differ  from 

sanctioning  a dialectal  did  • C added’  there  are  sodal  factors 
g a dialectal  diglossia  (Owens  2001a:  442  n.  28).* 

1 his  hypothesis  would  appear  tn  h»  u 
where  minority  traits  such  a A • su^stantlated  hy  the  qultu  dialects, 
Paring  Anatolian  qultu  vs  lmala  are  maintained.  Moreover,  com- 

ern  Iraqi  qultu  dialects  would  appear  to 

21  This  hypothesis,  as  wel]  as  the  d 

factor  )UvggeStS’  |albeit  on  the  basis  of  modeled  ^ * certain  manner  way  Nettle  (1998: 4<>> 

„ °nng language  diversification  are  lark  f ° lngulstic  °hange,  not  actual  data,  that  two  key 

stratificatj1  stratificati°n  in  the  population°  . P°puation  change  between  originally  unitary 

stratification  tn  the  compared  populat,S'°"  fr^^  “ »5  “d  H6>  *”d  ^ 

PPear  broadJy  to  correlate  with  diversity. 
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further  substantiate  it:  Iraqi  qultu  dialects  are  influenced  by  gilit  traits  (e.g. 
k > c,  q > g)  to  a far  greater  degree  than  are  the  Anatolian  (see  5.8.4  below). 
This  hypothesis  was  a major  object  of  my  investigation  of  spoken  Arabic  in 
Maiduguri  (1998a,  also  quantitatively  based),  in  which  it  was  suggested  that 
the  lack  of  a city-wide  koine  (and  inversely,  maintenance  of  ancestral  traits)  is 
a direct  reflection  of  the  minority  status  of  Arabic  in  the  city. 

H6  The  homogeneity  of  a dialect  area  is  dependent  upon  its 
peripherally  or  centrality.  Peripheral  areas  will  maintain  inherited 
categories  longer  than  central  areas. 

So  far  as  the  current  data  base  goes,  WSA  and  Uzbekistan  show  significant 
similarities. 

This  hypothesis,  however,  is  closely  related  to  the  previous  H5.  One  might 
prefer  to  say  that  it  is  not  peripherality  as  such  which  is  the  effective  feature, 
but  rather  the  minority  status  of  the  speakers  which  favors  maintenance. 
Moreover,  the  hypothesis  is  contradicted  in  one  respect:  Uzbekistan  Arabic 
shows  greater  similarity  to  the  more  central  Shukriyya  dialect  than  to  WSA. 
Furthermore,  non-circular  definitions  of  central  and  peripheral  are  difficult  to 
develop.  Is  Yemen  more  central  than  Nigeria?  If  yes,  what  does  it  mean 
when  Yemen  maintains  the  2FSG  suffix  -if,  already  attested  in  Sibawaih, 
whereas  Nigerian  Arabic  has  -ki,  identical  to  Standard  Arabic  -kP  What 
non-circular  arguments  are  there  that  -if  is  innovative?  Peripherality  and 
centrality  are,  I believe,  designations  taken  over  from  the  social  sciences  (e.g. 
Political  Science)  which  can  be  applied  in  linguistics  only  with  considerable 
circumspection. 

H7  Phonology  is  more  variable  than  morphology  or,  phrased  as  a 
historical  proposition,  phonology  is  more  liable  to  variation  and 
change  than  is  morphology. 

I think  one  of  the  more  intriguing  statistics  is  found  in  Table  5.3,  where  the 
means  and  standard  deviations  of  the  phonology  and  morphology  are  com- 
pared. For  both  WSA  and  Mesopotamia,  the  SD  of  the  phonological  vanab  es 
is  considerably  higher  than  that  of  the  morphological.  > 

Note  that  this  observation  would  tend  to  support  Hetzrons  point  t a 
morphology  is  a better  index  of  ancient  sharedness  than  is  phono  ogy.  t a 
justifies  the  remarks  of  a reader  for  Oxford  University  Press  that  some  of  t e 
common  features  could  be  independent  innovations,  even  if  it  directs  is 
tendency  towards  phonology. 
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5*7*  Three  Caveats 

Three  structural  problems  can  be  noted  in  the  interpretation  of  the  statistics. 
5-7-1-  Innovations 

The  statistics  are  a representation  of  contemporary  Arabic.  Ideally  one  would 
want t0  ave  similar  statistics  from  varieties  of  Arabic  in  1800, 1500, 1200,  and 
on.  viously,  lack  of  sources  for  spoken  Arabic  precludes  such  detailed 
counting.  In  general  it  may  be  assumed  that  Arabic  dialects  are  becoming 
re  issimi  ar  with  time  and  that  the  present  statistics  include  many 
.1  ations.  obvious  case  in  point  are  variables  3 and  4.  These  describe 
he  reflex  of  h and  which  in  WSA  is  mostly  h and  ? (see  Ap  2.1.3, 4)-  That 
r 3,re  lnn®vat'ons  in  WSA  is  shown  by  the  contrast  in  Bagirmi  Arabic  of 

in  WSA  i!  h VS  C ^m  meat-  ^n  these  forms  *h  and  *h  have  fallen  together 
thediff  °WeV?r>  1 e indication  of  a former  pharyngeal  fr  is  left  behind  in 
after  ‘bT  Low  « Gained  low  after  *h,  but  was  raised  to  e 

The  :An7  u Ba§lrmi  ArablC  mUSt  have  had  at  some  Point- 
contrast  withCS'  °We^er>  ^ dlc'r  very  i0gic)  will  in  this  respect  show  WSA  to 
have  retained  *h°S  ^ ^ Vaneties  of  contemporary  Arabic,  which  of  course 

historkdTntl Underscores  ^ necessity  of  using  the  statistics  as  a tool  of 

struction  If  3tl°n  °n  y m the  context  of  a plausible  attempt  at  recon- 

cTaZitl  2 T ’ ,WSA  and  Uzbekistan  Arabic  have  a special  histor- 

eparaSh  1 **  ^ W0Uld  to  remove  one  statistic 

Z7TmLT°fCTmP0IilrY  rCfleXeS’  namely  Presence  (Uzbekistan)  vs. 

stasis  EL  f ryn§ealS-  M°reOVer’  Iooked  * in  these  terms  the 

contemporary  dialed  area  Tut  ^ ““ovations  have  occurred  in  a given 

spread  The  WSA  u ’ 3 SO  tbe  de&ree  to  which  innovations  have 

Z 'r311  (1'86)  f°r  this  ™able  which  indicates  that 

change  „ close  ,o  complete  in  ,h,  region  (a  s uniform  h/f) 

5-7-2-  Minority  forms 

other, Relevant  materL^d^  °fvalonzin8  the  statistics  to  the  detriment  of 

incomplete.  I illus“  this  T™1  ^ ^ Statistics  ^ be 

In  sect.  5.4.2  it  was  seen  that  theLrm  of  theatLPlaCeS’  $°  1 ^ be  brfef  beK' 
provides  an  interesting  historical  Hnk  T **1™  Partlciple  + suffix  pronoun 
variety  of  WSA  Thi«  h lnk  between  Uzbekistan  Arabic  and  one 

hA.  This  has  no,  been  inCded  M . yariabk  howeyer  since  h, 
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many  dialect  descriptions  no  information  is  given  on  the  form.  It  would  be  a 
major  mistake  to  ignore  it,  however. 

In  sect.  5.8.5  below  are  mentioned  forms  which  are  attested  sporadically  in 
my  WSA  data,  always  in  texts,  but  which,  so  far  as  my  experience  in  explicit 
elicitation  of  data  goes,  does  not  occur  regularly.  Unfortunately,  even  the  best- 
researched  dialect  areas  have  gaps.  Precisely  in  regard  to  the  question  of  the 
spread  of  a given  form,  and  its  status  as  to  retention  or  innovation,  such 
minority  forms  may  have  an  important  interpretive  role  to  play.  The  sporadic 
presence  of  a final  imala  form  in  verb,  ma'Je  ‘he  went’,  suggests  a link  to 
Tripolitanian  m'fe,  the  Daaxila  oasis  in  Egypt  (Behnstedt  and  Woidich  1985: 
281)  and  to  various  Persian  Gulf  dialects  (T.  Prochazka  1981:  37). 

5.7.3.  What  features  are  criterial? 

A final  caveat  is  not  to  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  the  statistics  as  I have 
developed  them  here  are  non-weighted.  Each  feature  is  of  equal  status  as  far 
as  numerical  calculations  go.  It  is  above  all  this  aspect  of  statistics  which 
perhaps  will  make  philologically  orientated  Arabicists  wary.  One  could  add 
a feature,  for  instance,  for  the  realization  of  *s.  This  is  one  of  the  most  stable 
of  all  phonemes  in  Arabic  (discounting  assimilation  for  voicing,  emphasis, 
and  other  regular  allophonic  effects).  Were  it  added,  it  would  have  the  same 
numerical  weight  as  the  realization  of  the  1SG  perfect  verb  suffix  as  -tu  or-t, 
a variable  of  greater  significance  than  is  *s.  Why,  however,  is  the  1SG  suffix 
more  significant?  Dialectologists  would  simply  intuitively  regard  it  as  such. 
Even  statistically  one  could  work  out  a justification  for  according  it  greater 
significance. 

Each  value  of  a variable  could  be  given  a variation  index,  for  instance,  ranging 
between  o and  100.  The  index  is  formed  by  dividing  the  number  of  cases  by  the 
number  of  different  realizations  of  a variable  and  multiplying  by  the  percentage 
of  each  variety  in  the  sample.  So  far  as  the  present  data  goes,  were  s entered  as  a 
variable  it  would  have  a value  of  too,  indicating  that  *s  is  realized  as  /s/in 
varieties.  The  tSG  perfect  suffix,  on  the  other  hand,  has  a value  of - tu  — 33  Per 
cent,  -t  = 67  per  cent  (8.2.40).  For  purposes  of  dialect  comparison  it  is  the  more 
heterogeneous  variables  which  are  the  more  interesting. 


5.8.  Problems  in  Coding 

In  this  section  I would  like  to  discuss  a number  of  problems  which,  in  a sense, 
have  no  solution,  but  which,  at  the  same  time,  in  all  probability  o not 
materially  affect  the  main  results  of  the  present  analysis.  I add  the  proviso 
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‘in  all  Probability’  because,  since  they  are  problems,  their  significance  cannot 
be  accurately  gauged  until  they  have  been  solved,  or  at  least,  worked  on  to  a 
greater  extent  than  what  I have  done.  Furthermore,  there  are  problems  whose 
solution  is  fairly  obvious,  but  which,  for  lack  of  more  detailed  data,  are 
impossible  to  implement  at  the  present  time. 

5-8.1.  Coding  values 

to  a br  A ^ SUmmarT  rd*es  on  a numerical  coding  practice  whose  basis  is, 
111  gTT  trary‘ 11  iS  h°ped  that  this  very  arbitrariness,  however, 
S at  t8ainJ  £Wlnf he  reSUltS  in  °ne  direction  o"  another, 
scales  InfS  1Stmglds  es  between  ordinal,  interval,  and  nominal  coding 

erta  n fil  “*  Whkh  measure  the  «*™t  to  which  a case  has  a 
a certain^  ^ the  rdative  ord^  a set  of  cases  have  of 

certain  nrnnprt^'  ^ n°/n*nd  are  ^ose  in  which  cases  are  defined  to  have  a 
like  much  fo„  ^ arbltrary>  thouSh  exPbcit  way.  The  present  statistics, 
measure  no  H angUage  Phenomena,  are  of  a nominal  order:  they 
or  another  is  o rti  F° ^ ^ tbe  assignment  °f  3 number  to  one  exponent 
i"g  vie  to  h rdW  ^ h°WeVer’  f0U°Wed  Certain  ****«  “ -sign- 
Stendard  Arli lb  V " 3 form  «***  to  or  identical  with 

-iky  I have  coded’ ^jt  ^th^’Y^0  pronoun  forms  ~ki  and 
Standard  Arabic  the  value  V I alTn\2'  emphasize  that  in  according 

This  is  simnlv  an  a k , m ot  makmg  a statement  of  historical  origin, 

any  dialect  Note  fi  1 ^ Starting  point’  which  provides  an  orientation  for 

*-* 

interpretive  problem  Tb  8t  Arablc  as  seen  in  sect,  i.i  above  is  an 

,his l the  j ?“?  ,he  f0rm  »,  in  kabiir  with  V,  at 

Arabic.  However,  if  takine  Sih  * "h  *'  ” ^ broadIy  identical  to  Classical 

Arabic  also  has  the  adjective  tomK 1 * S°Ur“  ^ the  langUage’  Classical 
that,  barring  an  extensive  ^ ‘happy’  (Kitaabll:  274),  so 

Arabic,  many  variables  ' fu-  , C3  100  what  °ne  understands  by  Classical 
Standard  **  ^ ^ * -b*-us  in  this  respect, 

convenient  starting  point  ’ Conventlonahzed  model  is  in  this  context  a 

forms  are  codified Ytlfa1inCiPle  ^ ^ Wbat  1 Perceive  as  more  widespread 
Present  data  set.  Thus,  for  the  ^MSG^h^7  h°riZ°n  extends  here  beyond  the 
'a'.  Of  course  in  this  case  the  c,  A j ^ Pronoun  1 is  tagged  as  V,  -ik  as 
a few  cases  fhavTc^a  ^ ^ “ °f  n0  hdP- 

coded  as  a fraction  of  a numb^^lf^^  Categ°rieS’ whkb ‘ 

ow;.  m CC-C  sequence  in  nouns  there 
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are  three  outcomes  in  the  current  data,  as  illustrated  in  (7).  In  (7a  and  b)  an 
epenthetic  vowel  is  inserted  between  either  the  first  and  second  or  second  and 
third  consonants. 

(7a)  CaC-C,  akl-na  — > akd-na  ‘our  food’ 

(7b)  CCa-C,  akb-na 
(7c)  CC-C  aklna 

Some  dialects  (e.g.  JB)  have  only  (7a),  some  (WSA)  have  mainly  (7b),  and  one 
(Uzbekistan)  appears  to  have  (7c).  In  addition  some  dialects  have  (7a)  in 
some  contexts,  (7c)  in  others.  Mardin,  for  instance,  has  (7a)  when  C2  is  a 
sonorant,  as  in  the  example,  otherwise  (7c),  as  in  kalb-ki  ‘your.F  dog’.  I code 
these  ‘both/and’  dialects  with  a half  point.  In  order  for  this  to  work,  however, 
(7a)  and  (7c)  need  to  be  numerically  contiguous,  so  in  this  instance  (7a)  has 
the  value  Y,  (7c)  the  value  ‘2’,  and  (7b)  the  value  ‘3’.  In  this  reckoning  Mardin 
gets  a score  of  (see  Ap  2.1.23). 

I would  note  that  as  more  dialects  are  added  to  the  data  bank,  and  both/ 
and’  dialects  fill  in  gaps,  this  system  would  probably  break  down  (e.g.  if  there 
emerged  a dialect  with  both  (7a)  and  (7b),  the  value  between  would  be  2, 
which  is  already  occupied  by  (7c)).  For  present  purposes,  however,  no  con- 
tradictions arise. 

Beyond  these  three  points  I use  my  own  intuitions  to  one  extent  or  another. 
While  different  codings  would  result  in  different  individual  values,  in  most 
cases  they  would  not  alter  my  final  analysis.  For  instance,  take  the  variable  f, 
emphatic  t.  V is  the  Standard  pronunciation  t (note  arguably  different  from 
Sibawaih’s  description  of  f as  majhuura),  ‘2’  the  variant  d (implosive  em- 
phatic), found  in  various  WSA  dialects,  while  ‘3’  is  t,  a non-emphatic  reflex 
found  again  in  the  WSA  area,  and  in  Uzbekistan.  Why  I have  coded  rfas  closer 
to  Standard  Arabic  than  t is:  (1)  d is  still  emphatic  and  (2)  it  maintains  a 
systematic  contrast  to  fin  its  dialects,  whereas  the  de-emphasized  form  results 
in  a phoneme  merger.  Still,  it  is  relevant  to  see  what  would  happen  if  the 
coding  for  ‘2’  and  ‘3’  here  were  reversed.  The  difference  is  only  relevant  for  the 
status  of  Uzbekistan  Arabic.  All  the  Mesopotamian  dialects  in  the  sample  have 
t,  and  most  of  the  WSA  have  d,  though  some  have  t or  f.  Table  5.8  compares 
the  results  of  two  coding  values. 

The  end  effect  is  the  same,  when  Uzbekistan  is  compared  to  Mesopotamia 
and  the  WSA  area.  In  both  cases  it  is  closer  to  WSA.  The  effect  is  greater  for 
the  first  manner  of  coding  than  for  the  second,  though  other  than  to  assign 
Uzbekistan  Arabic  to  Mesopotamian  or  to  WSA  Arabic,  I do  not  consider 
‘degree  of  difference’  as  a relevant  variable. 
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Table  5.8.  *t  coded  two  ways 

*•  of~  <1’’  4~  <2>>  t = ‘3’  (as  in  present  data) 

Mesopotamia  9 x 1 = 9/9  - x 
WSA  8X2-f-ix3  = 19/9  = 2.1 
Uzbekistan  = 3 


2.  t = T’,  cf  = ‘3’,  t = ‘2’ 

Mesopotamia  9 x 1 = 9/9  = 1 
WSA  1x24-8x3  = 25/9  = 2.7 
Uzbekistan  = 2 


5.8.2.  Hierarchicalized  variables 

Linguistic  variables,  particularly  phonological  and  morphological  ones,  may 
en  e ierarchicalized.  Emphasis’  is  a more  general  category  than  its 
nstantiations  in  individual  consonants,  t,  d,  and  so  on.  There  is  an  implica- 
n re  ationship  such  that  if  a dialect  lacks  emphasis,  it  lacks  t,  d and  all 
o er  emp  atic  consonants.  The  reverse  does  not  hold.  A dialect  may  lack  a 

g emp  atic  consonant,  say  emphatic  d,  but  still  may  have  other  emphatic 
ones  (e.g.  s or  <f).  7 * 

t is  preferable  to  oppose  dialects  according  to  their  most  general  parameter 
Arab;11  mi  j-  e<\  6 Ara^*c>  f°r  instance,  should  be  opposed  to  Nigerian 
j 3 - 13  ects^  on  ^as's  °f  non-emphatic  vs.  emphatic.  This  pro- 
0nC  ,e3tUre  contrast.  Another  basis  of  comparison  would  be  to 
SKI  ea;\COns°nLant  Which  realizes  »uch  as  opposition.  On  this  basis, 
; T Ph°™ralc  * * » f.  1 “1  V would  differ  in  si* 

from  Abbeche  Arabic  (d,  t,  s,  r,  l,  tn). 

eterofdlffp11^  jneitLCr  accountin8  practice  completely.  The  clear  param- 
followine  rCnCe  CSCn  ed  in  the  Previous  paragraph  is  muddied  through  the 
C°nsM“ls  ta  *>“  seric  may  differ  no, 

cotl  T T^"S'  b“  m of- other  phonetic  contrasts.  To 

m3  * “a,mP  ^ 'he  »f  this  »«ion.  1*  alveolar  plosive 

(implosivej  iTuX“htz«rbbu,al”in'tTmso,bi'“alpri“re''/ 
forSAr  P ahc  variant),  since  a number  of  dialects  have  this  reflex 

alo™?”^ “ £ * h"e  M°W'd  h«e  « that  a difference  in  emphasis 
{basal' onion’  Nine  s’*  jPa,I)Unetec  °f  contrast.  The  difference  between  { 
since,  so  fer  ai  theVresemdata  ^bbeclle,'  for  example,  is  not  included, 

of  difference  imphed  bv  the  g0t'S' there  ari-'  no  further  phonetic  parameters 
is  implied  in  tb*  J ' S contrast.  As  soon  as  another  difference 
■nphed  the  contrast,  however,  individual  emphatic  phonemes  are 


included.  The  Abbeche  Arabic  reflex  t for  SA  t is  therefore  included,  since  SA  t 
also  differs  in  terms  of  the  explosive/implosive  contrast  described  above. 

Note  that  the  same  principle  applies  to  morphological  differences.  In 
many  dialects  the  2 and  3PL  object  pronoun  forms  have  -n  rather  than  -m, 
-kun,  -hun  ‘your.PL,  their.PL’  (e.g.  many  Mesopotamian  qultu  dialects),  vs. 
-kum,  -hum  (see  sect.  8.7.3).  To  the  extent  that  -hun  always  implies  -kun,  or 
the  other  way  around,  there  would  be  no  grounds  for  recognizing  two 
separate  variables  here.  Indeed,  there  are  no  dialects  in  this  sample  with  -m 
in  one  of  the  forms  and  -n  in  the  other.  However,  there  are  dialects  with  -ku  in 
the  2PL,  so  a three-set  -kum,  -kun,  -ku  series  has  to  be  coded.  This  is,  in  the 
present  analysis,  different  from  the  two-way -hum,  -hun  contrast,  so  the  2/3PL 
forms  are  entered  as  separate  variables. 

It  would,  perhaps,  be  possible  to  organize  the  analysis  in  a more  subtle  way, 
based  on  the  following  observation.  Among  the  forty-nine  dialects,  a 2PL 
form  -kun  always  implies  -hun,  whereas  either -kum  or  -ku  always  imply -hum 
(there  are  no  -ku/hun  dialects).  In  this  respect  my  classification  errs  on  the 
side  of  caution  in  making  a coding  distinction.  As  it  turns  out,  there  are 
dialects  in  Syria,  not  included  in  the  data  bank,  with  ku  (or  -ko)  and  hun  or 
hin  (Behnstedt  1991: 243),  so  caution  indeed  has  been  rewarded  in  this  case.  As 
more  and  more  details  about  Arabic  dialects  become  known,  experience  has 
shown  that  what  can  occur,  will  occur,  someplace. 

Of  course,  other  considerations  are  implied  here,  which  I do  not  explicitly 
address.  For  instance,  I would  tend  to  recognize  distinctions  more  in  the 
realm  of  inflectional  morphology  than  in  phonology.  To  return  to  the  s/s 
difference  noted  above,  I think  it  unlikely  that  a dialect  should  turn  up  where 
only  this  distinction  occurs,  but  not  in  other  emphatic  sounds. 

There  are,  however,  issues  within  this  broad  thematic  area  which  I leave 
unresolved.  One,  for  instance,  pertains  to  the  class  of  second  and  third  person 
plural  forms.  Some  dialects  have  morphologically  distinct  masculine  and 
feminine  forms,  while  others  do  not.  Among  those  that  do,  the  exponence 
of  the  FPL  may  be  variable.  In  Bagirmi  Arabic,  for  instance,  the  3FPL  object 
suffix  is  -han,  whereas  in  Kirenawa,  as  in  most  areas  of  Chad  and  Nigeria,  it  is 
-hin.  I have  not  incorporated  this  vocalic  difference  into  the  comparison, 
since  the  variation  cannot  be  applied  in  a broad  way  to  the  Mesopotamian 
area:  few  Mesopotamian  dialects  have  a morphological  FPL  (only  those  in  the 
extreme  south).  This  case  is  analogous  to  the  emphatic/non-emphatic  con- 
trast discussed  above.  In  this  instance,  however,  I recognize  only  the  param- 
eter, morphological  FPL,  yes  or  no.  This  means  that  any  differences  within  the 
exponence  of  FPL  forms  are  not  considered.  In  this  one  instance  the  effect  is 
slightly  to  increase  the  homogeneity  of  the  WSA  area  vs.  the  Mesopotamian 
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area.  However,  one  would  have  to  compare  variation  within  a category  in  area 
A with  a non-existent  category  in  area  B.22  The  issue  is  noted  as  a problem. 

5.8.3.  One  rule  or  two,  one  case  or  two 

• reJates  to  the  status  of  certain  phenomena  as  linked  or 

pen  ent,  m inguistic  terms,  one  rule  or  two.  A case  in  point  is  the  status 
1 ■ V°^e  ^ *n  Pre-stress  position  in  (reconstructed)  open  syllables, 
P 6 *n  *n  sect-  2-4-  In  many  dialects  one  needs  but  a single  rule 

, ,nt  °r  occurrences,  or  more  accurately  non-occurrences:  short 

irrelevant-  ^ °CCUr  tbe  context  *CV'CW.  The  quality  of  the  vowels  is 

(8)  JB,  Hiit  etc,  kbiiy/kbiir,  kleeb  < *kabiir,  kilaab  ‘big,  dogs’ 

In  fewer  dialects  the  vowel  may  be  maintained  in  both  contexts. 

(9)  Kirenawa:  kabiir , kilaab 

variety  surh^  re°  SCtS  dat3  ®°’  and  indee<I  the  rules  generalize  to  cover  a 
non-occurrerT  f " ii'tS , entirety>  a single  rule  accounts  for  the  occurrence  or 
of  these  cases  th  V°Wds  in  °pen>  Pre-stress  syllables.  On  the  basis 

short  vowel  m * statlstics  need  only  a single  variable  with  two  values: 

OI  f ^ VOWd  ddeted  **  allowed), 
hand  In  "art  T *“* the  tWO  cases  do  not  always  go  hand  in 

a good  •*« 
vowel.  ’ n °Pen  Pre-stressed  syUable,  but  not  a short  high 

(to)  MB:  cibiir,  cleeb  ‘dogs’ 

Khaweetna:  cabiir,  cleeb 

phenomenon),  burnordekted^h0]  * “ an,°pen  SyUable  (a  very  widesPread 
Short  high  vowels  hnwe  ’ W^Ie  ln  khaweetna  it  is  maintained  as  a. 
both.  8 h eVer,arecateg°ricaUy  deleted  in  pre-stress  position  in 

vowels  in  pre-stressed  open  svll  hT’  ^ V3riables  need  to  be  recognized  for 

vowels  (see  discussion  arotid  ^ ^ ^ one  for  short  ^ 

e 2.1  m sect.  2.4).  Moreover,  even  this 

22  Lest  it  be  thought  that  I am  m’  * • • 

comparable  category  would  be  the  suffi^^n,  vanation  ""thin  WSA  by  ignoring  this  feature,  a 
to  various  qultu  dialects  (this  could  be  cantorial^  P.ronouns  (Ja«row  1978:  i3t  ff.),  which  are  unique 
internally  variable.  I have  not  included  this  variable  ^eature)>  »nd  which  within  this  group  are 
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differentiation  is  not  adequate.  In  the  Anatolian  qultu  dialects  a short  low 
vowel  will  often  be  maintained,  either  as  a or  as  3 in  nominal  forms,  but  in 
derived  verb  forms  the  a is  lost.  In  Siirt  (Jastrow  1978:  62)  one  has,  for 
instance,  ka'leem-i  ‘my  word’,  with  a maintained  in  the  pre-stress  open  syllable 
but  in  the  same  dialect  t'qaatal  ‘quarrel’  ( <taqaatal)  with  the  vowel  of  the 
derivational  prefix  ta-  lost.  Variable  (17)  is  therefore  phrased  to  cover  only  a 
short  a in  the  pattern  CaCii(C).  Separate  variables  apparently  are  needed  to 
cover  the  reflexes  of  short  a in  different  morphological  forms. 

In  general  in  cases  of  doubt  I over-differentiate  or  over-specify  variables. 
There  is,  for  instance,  an  important  variable  pertaining  to  medial  CCHC-V 
sequences.  This  occurs,  inter  alia,  in  the  basic  imperfect  verb  when  a vowel 
suffix  is  added.  Prototypical  variants  are  yiktub-u  (no  vowel  rearrangement) 
vs.  yikitbu.23  Potentially  comparable  nominal  forms  are  found  with 
the  feminine  singulative  suffix  -it  ( zib'dit-u  vs.  zibitt-u  ‘his  butter ),  but 
the  interpretation  of  the  variants  here  is  complicated  by  two  factors.  On  the 
one  hand  in  Mesopotamian  Arabic  in  particular  the  maintenance  or  deletion 
of  the  short  high  vowel  interacts  with  stress  (which  may  protect  the  short  high 
vowel).  On  the  other  hand,  the  situation  in  other  dialects  (Nigerian  Arabic 
in  general,  see  Ch.  6)  is  influenced  by  the  nature  of  the  consonants  involved, 
which  makes  a simple  rule  formulation  difficult.  At  this  stage  in  a broad 
investigation,  I limit  the  alternation  to  verbs  only,  where  the  situation  is 
fairly  dear.24 

5.8.4.  Variation:  morphophonological  and  sociolinguistic 

There  are  basically  two  types  of  variation  in  language,  linguistically  conditioned 

and  sociolinguistically  explicable.  Both  types  are  present  in  the  current  data. 

The  linguistic  variation  is,  traditionally,  the  better  known  and  theoretically 
better  accounted  for.  In  basic  linguistic  parlance,  it  is  known  as  allo-variation 
(allomorph/allophone).  Examples  from  the  present  data  include  the  following. 

The  preformative  vowel  of  verb:  Abbeche  = /a/  before  -CC , HI  or  lul  before 
CV,  ya-mrug  ‘he  leaves’,  yu-murgu  ‘they  leave ; Shuknyya  = /a/  before  verb 
stems  with  /a/  as  stem  vowel,  lil  before  verbs  with  high  stem  vowel  ( yafrab  he 
drinks’  vs.  yuktub  ‘he  writes’). 


23  See  sect.  6.1  for  detailed  discussion  of  the  imperfect  verb.  . , 

24  In  any  instances  of  doubt,  I present  data  as  morphophonological  rather  ph°”„°*X 
Jastrow  (1978: 88-92)  for  instance  reports  that  in  nouns  CC#  sequences  will  frequently  ro  P 7 
an  epenthetic  vowel  in  Anatolian  qultu  dialects,  e.g.  Siirt  mahad  cradle,  but  in  v s t o 

not  accompanied  by  epenthesis,  namt  ‘you  slept’.  In  respect  of  epenthesis  in  these  cases  a distinction 
has  to  be  drawn,  inter  aha,  between  nouns  and  verbs. 
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The  2FSG  object  suffix.  In  a number  of  dialects,  -ki  after  a long  vowel,  -ik 
otherwise  (similarly  3MSG  objects  suffix,  either  -u/-hu  or  -u/-nu  in  same 
contexts).25 

A slightly  different  variation  concerns  the  3MSG  object  suffix.  Generally  it 
has  a basic  allomorphic  variation  between  -V  (usually  either  -u  or  -a)  and  -CV 
(either  -nu  or  -hu),  the  latter  after  a long  vowel  (as  in  the  immediately 
preceding  -ki/ik).  What  is  distinctive  here  are  the  allomorphic  variants  -hu/ 
nu.  Within  the  dialects  with  the  -u  suffix  I distinguish  further  as  to  whether 
they  take  -nu  or  -hu  after  W-.  These  instances  differ  from  the  preceding  in 
that  there  are  no  dialects  where  only  -nu/hu  occur. 

I have  categorized  these  variants  as  having  mid  values.  For  instance,  -ki  has 
a value  of  1,  -ik  a value  of  2.  If  a dialect  has  a conditioned  -ki/ik  variation  it 
has  the  score  of ‘r.5’. 


A more  difficult  problem  to  handle  is  the  issue  of  sociolinguistic  variation,  in 
part  because  it  only  rarely  is  systematically  investigated.  Dialects,  however, 
increasingly  are  coming  into  contact,  often  under  the  influence  of  regional 
oines,  and  undergoing  change  as  a result  of  this  contact.  Pure  dialects  in  the 
sense  that  only  a minimal  amount  of  non-linguistically  conditioned  variation 
occurs  are  becoming  rarer.  Such  variation  is  often  remarked  upon  obliquely  but 
unsystematically  in  standard  dialect  descriptions.  Talay  (1999: 30)  for  instance, 
notes  t at  Khaweetna  (Iraq  qultu)  has  many  occurrences  of  /g/  in  loanwords 
rom  ot  er  Arabic  varieties.  While  he  suggests  that  /g/  enters  the  dialect  via 
wor  s,  rather  than  via  substitution  of  native  dialect  words,  he  has  both 
baaq  steal  (native  / q/)  and  bawwaag' thief’  (with  ‘bedouin’  /g/),  indicating 
is  insinuating  itself  into  native’  vocabulary  as  well.  Remarking  on  the 
same  alternation,  Khan  (1997:  56)  notes  that  in  his  recordings,  the  gilit  / g/  is 
rge  y muted  to  a story  about  a bedouin.  The  alternation  g~q  is  thus 
ditioned  in  complex  ways:  lexical  conditioning  plays  an  important  role26 
dialprt  ^atl0na  discourse  factors  are  relevant.  Ideally  one  would  want  a 
In  “o  “ ,systema,ically  t’'yei  into  account  quantitative  variation. 

variahW  ' ?9  Ch'  5 1 “*  dialeCt  maps’  for  instance,  which  divide  binary 

ru  ftL  “ that’  fot  i“«ance,  the  sampling  points  for 

rural  N.genan  Arabrc  for  th,  p,.forraative  vowel  /a~i/(see  »p  uS,)  arc 


Other  variables  here  inrhiHp  C'C'n  / • 

Kirenawa,  for  instance  a mntnn  , 1 °UnS  VleWe^  *n  synchronic,  syllable-structure  terms).  In 

CVC#.  iaHam  meatUn  CB  "X  ^ ^ C1  is  (*»«- 

hhm.  A second  is  the  stem  vowd  ofrrvr  7 ^ Whereas  in  JB  CC#  is  categorically  allowed, 

“ In  Arabic  sociolinguisti^^ a'  V,mperfect  verbs-  for  which  see  Ch.  6. 

Standard  Arabic  on  spoken  Arahir  t °a  k haS  been  relatively  well  studied  for  the  influence  of 

of  dialect  contact,  however.  Jawad  1981;  Holes  1987);  it  is  equally  relevant  to  the  study 
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given  as  categorically  a,  categorically  i or  as  falling  somewhere  in  between.  The 
contrasts,  moreover,  are  based  on  statistically  distinctive  differences.  Lacking 
such  quantitative  data,  however,  one  is  left  to  make  judgment  calls  about  how  to 
represent  the  linguistic  variation.  Based  on  the  discussion  in  Khan  and  Talay, 
for  instance,  I consider  both  dialects  to  have  both  / q/and  /g/,  marked  with 
a score  of  ‘15 ’.  On  the  other  hand  for  a parallel  variable  which  is  spread  from 
the  dominant  gilit  dialect,  it  appears  that  whereas  Khaweetna  has  both  /k/and 
/c/(<  *k),  Hiit  has  only  /k/.27 

Ideally  features  should  be  coded  with  differentiated  sociolinguistic  and 
lexically  marked  features. 

5.8.5.  How  many  variants  should  be  recognized? 

I think  there  really  is  no  obvious  place  to  stop  a survey  of  this  kind.  The 
temptation  is  to  continue  adding  as  much  detail  as  possible.  A broader  survey 
will  certainly  account  for  a greater  degree  of  variation  than  that  represented 
here.  Two  aspects  of  this  problem  can  be  briefly  cited.  First,  greater  attention 
could  be  given  to  morpho-phonological  and  allophonic  variation.  For  in- 
stance, the  verbal  3FSG  suffix  is  given  as  -at  for  WSA,  yet  there  is  a widespread 
alternative  with  weak  middle  verbs  before  V-initial  suffixes,  namely-t,  jaab-at 
‘she  brought’  vs.  jaab-t-a  ‘she  brought  it.M’.  Such  alternation  specific  to  weak 
middle  verbs  is  fairly  rare  among  Arabic  dialects,  hence  its  broad  distribution 
in  the  WSA  is  significant  and  worthy  of  classificatory  note.  At  the  same  time, 
it  is  morpho-phonologically  restricted,  and  for  this  reason  I do  not  include  it 
in  this  survey.28  A detailed  look  at  the  grammars  I have  used  as  the  basis  of 
this  survey  will  reveal  a number  of  comparable  forms  which  I have  not 
included.  Such  second-order  variables,  as  they  can  be  termed,  will  await  a 
more  detailed  treatment. 

A second  type  of  feature  worthy  of  note  here  is  that  which  in  a given  dialect 
is  rare,  yet  potentially  of  significance  in  understanding  the  spread  of  certain 
forms  on  a pan- Arabic  basis.  To  mention  two  examples  here,  very  occasionally 
there  are  found  in  Nigerian  Arabic  weak-final  3MSG  forms  of  the  type  ma'fe 


27  Though  again  another  variable  is  at  play  here.  Khaweetna  is  a dialect  still  in  situ’ , 
exposed  to  influences  from  surrounding  Iraqi  dialects,  whereas  Hiit  was  recorded  among  Jewish  Arab 

emigrants  residing  in  Beersheva,  Israel.  ... M In 

28  In  fact,  the  values  of  the  3FSG  perfect  suffix  before  a vocalic  suffix  is  a small  chip  e ' 

eastern  Libyan  Arabic  and  Alawitan  Hatay  and  Cilicia,  for  instance,  it  lengthens, 

iktib-iet-ih)  ‘she  wrote  it’,  Hatay  qatl-iit-u  ‘she  hit  him’,  in  southern  Mesopotamia  the -i  doubles.r,^ 
att-a  ‘she  wrote  it’  (urban),  in  Cairene  it  attracts  irregular  stress,  dam  b-it-ak  she  hi  y , ■ gn  g 

purely  phonologically  determined  variants,  Nigerian  Arabic  has  three  segmenta  v ues 
hollow  verbs  before  a V-initial  suffix,  as  in  faaf-t-ak  ‘she  saw  you  -it  after  weak  final  h.gh-V  verbs 
before  a V-initial  suffix,  lig-it-a  ‘she  got  it.M’,  otherwise  -at,  lig-at-hum  she  got  em. 
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‘he  wem’  I have  never  elicited  them,  though  they  do  occasionally  crop  up  in 
texts  from  the  Bagirmi  dialect  area.  They  are  also  found  in  Tripohtanian 
Arab*  Daaxila  and  some  Gulf  dialects.  A similar  case  is  the  imperfect  of 

ear^h’lrVf  ’rcereu0CLCaSi0nalIy  ab'3Ut  stems  such  as  hi-diffin  ‘cover  with 

and  are  f ^ •'  ^ aWaUt  f°rms  are  the  normaJ  ones  in  Uzbekistan  Arabic 

TW  1 Tk  m PPCr  EgyPt  35  WeU  (Behnstedt  and  Woidich  1985:  226). 

Eevot-  rtf  / lnterpreted  as  remnant  forms  brought  originally  from  Upper 

Sob  h ^ ?rT- $Pread  fr°m  Upper  ^ 3nd  became  established  in 
inpoli,  but  not,  ultimately,  in  the  WSA  area.« 

these^sfatkrJ tB|s  second  class  of  occurrences  which  are  not  treated  in 
which  anneal  T i°  ^Cmm  ,°ne  dlat  d may  be  the  unusual,  rare  form,  but  one 
help  to^dete  S ° UP  Wlth  similar  or  identical  forms  located  far  afield,  that 
stems  are  rareTV  C *St0rica|  status  of  a feature.  Ablaut  imperfect  verb 
their  nresenrp  '•  l0*1*’  . j cont‘ngent  developments.  Rather  than  interpret 

ation  it  is  mo  '"rb  T*  ^ldely  seParated  areas  as  due  to  independent  innov- 
n> 11 1S  m«te  Irkely  they  go  back  to  common  point  of  origk 

5.8.6.  Structural,  not  lexical  features  in  the  index 

structure),  not  kricaT  Thuf7  f FUCtUral  (Phon°l°gical  and  morphological 
111)  has  CoCv  stems  rc  S’  U 1S  noted  11131  Kbaweetna  (Talay  1999: 
say  Abbeche  Arabic  • . m^lt  Sle  became  blind’),  the  point  of  identity  with, 
The  fact  that  the  f 1 eexistence  of 3 common  morphological  structure. 

described  elsewhere. 3o  6 tgiy'at  she  Sot ) must  be  explained  and 

hawmbothycvcc#r<1aS  d n°UnS’  b°th  WSA  3nd  V3rious  4ultu  dialeCtS 

epenthetic  vowel  nouns,  the  presence  or  absence  of  the 

my  coding  CVCC#  hafth^  Z"  Case  by  1116  value  °f  the  consonants.  In 
have  both  classes  of  no  ^ CVCoC#  the  value  ‘2’  and  dialects  which 

— ft*  ZZZSESrr*  v:  N°“> • a-  a- 

WSA  area,  one  has  CVCoC  0rms  ^ ddEerent  *n  the  two  areas.  In  the 
form  occurs  (darb  ‘road’  ' U JSS  ^ *S  3 sonorant,  in  which  case  the  CVCC# 
(Jas trow  1973. 7g_Q  1 • tgm  heard).  In  the  Daragozii  qultu  dialect 

a sonorant  W ^ 78)  CVCaC#  » -quired  if  C,  is 

f young  donkey’.  Again,  more  detail  is  needed 

^ Though  the  verh  1 

m Oie  WSA  area.  OUn  of  second  stem  verbs,  ti-diffm  ‘covering  with  earth’,  which  is  common 

“ appears  that  Khaweetna  ha.  i , 

transitive/intranstive  parameter.  Wgy  regularized  *e  low  vs.  high  stems  according  to  the 
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to  distinguish  the  two,  though  the  current  classification  does  not  contradict 
basic  facts  of  the  two  cases. 

5.8.7.  Other  points 

Opposing  forms  within  a variable  are  minimally  contrastive.  This  is  perhaps  a 
type  of  hierarchical  relation  (sect.  5.8.2),  though  phonology  and  morphology 
are  not  logically  hierarchizable  relative  to  each  other.  The  minimal  point  of 
contrast  in  the  2FSG  object  suffix  is  whether  the  vowel  occurs  before  or  after 
the  consonant  (-ikv s.  -ki).  In  these  terms  no  contrast  is  made  between  MB  -ic 
and  CB  -ik  (post-C  form),  since  the  c ~ k contrast  is  a phonological  one 
accounted  for  elsewhere  (see  Ap  2.1.2).  Should  there  be  a dialect  which  has  - ic 
2FSG  object,  but  no  other  forms  with  c (I  am  not  aware  of  such),  the  2FSG 
object  suffix  in  this  case  would  be  given  a separate  value,  as  the  c in  this  case 
would  not  be  accountable  for  under  other  rules. 

The  variants  of  variables  are  opposed  in  their  surface  realizations.  It  might 
be  argued  that  Kirenawa  buktubu  (with  maintenance  of  stem  u)  and  Shuk- 
riyya  bukutbu  (with  deletion  and  epenthesis,  Ch.  6)  have  the  same  underlying 
form  and  therefore  are  not  to  be  differentiated.  However,  at  some  point  a 
differentiation  can  be  made,  either  at  an  inspection  of  surface  forms  (as  done 
here)  or  in  terms  of  application  of  rules  (Shukriyya  applied  rules  which 
Kirenawa  does  not). 
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Nigerian  Arabic  and  Reconstruction 
of  the  Imperfect  Verb 


in  Old  Arahi  ^ ^ previ°us  c^aPter  that  there  is  dialectal  data,  non-existent 
era  itfdat  ^ reco^ructions  into  the  pre-diasporic 

SllyperiDheral  T 7 * S0'Called  «*  -as  as  well  as  in  geograph- 

^ Chapter> 1 Provide  a ^ illustratfon  of  this 
Arabic  I Kevin  h v point  *s  again  a ‘peripheral’  dialect,  Nigerian 

£votal  L ZerJ  °H  ? the  SynChr°nic  farts'  ^ese,  "ill  be  seen,  are 
an  mg  the  wider  history  of  the  imperfect  verb  in  Arabic. 

6 The  Basic  Imperfect  Verb 

analysesP(e.g.  OwenTioo^  ?StnCted  l°  the  basic  imperfect  stem.  In  earlier 
g.  uwens  1993b)  alternations  such  as  the  following: 

(i)  burgud  ‘he  lies  down’ 

burugd-an  ‘they.F  lie  down’ 

were  analyzed  as  follows: 

<“  Mem’  Wi'h  *h'  - 
bmgd-an  deletion  of  Ini  in  an  open  syllable 

ePenth“‘C  inser,i0n  °f  I W * h-k  up  a prohibited  CCC 

<■*■>)  rfstroTStabic'35'  “ 

(4)  ELA  epenthesis  in  imperfect  verb 
yiktib-u  base  form 

Sh0rt  "‘8-  ‘n  open  ayilabie,  producing 
P nthetic  insertion  to  break  up  resulting  CCC  sequence 
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With  minor  adjustments,  this  analysis  works  for  a great  many  dialects  (see  list 
in  Kiparsky  2003),  including  many  North  African  dialects,  many  Syrian  and 
Iraqi  dialects,  Shukriyya  in  the  eastern  Sudan  and  many  Egyptian  varieties,  for 
instance  in  Upper  Egypt  and  the  northern  Sinaitic  litoral. 

Against  my  earlier  analysis,  closer  inspection  of  the  Nigerian  Arabic  data 
shows  that  it  does  not  work  particularly  well  for  this  variety.  It  will  be  seen 
that  a different  modeling  of  the  imperfect  verb  in  NA  provides  a key  to 
understanding  the  diachronic  development  of  the  verb  in  other  varieties  of 
Arabic  as  well. 

In  Owens  (1993b:  32)  Nigerian  Arabic  was  described  as  having  four  different 
types  of  rules  of  epenthesis  (introduced  in  Ch.  3,  (i7)-(i9))- 

(5)  CCC  -4  CsCC  burgd-an  ->  burugdan  (as  in  (3)) 

(6)  sonorant  epenthesis,  CCson  C3CS0„,  bitni  -4  bitini  ‘he  folds’  where 
sonorant  = / r,  1,  m,  n,  w/ 

(7)  guttural  epenthesis,  CgutC  -4  Cgut3C,  biPrif  ^biParifhe  knows’,  guttural 
= /x,  q,  h,  ‘/and  3 = [a] 

(8)  CC-C  -4  CC3-C,  fif-t-ha  -4  fifta-ha  ‘I  saw  her’,  where  ‘-’  = morpheme 
boundary 

As  will  be  shown  now,  these  rules  can  be  simplified  and  essentially  reduced 
to  two, 


(9)  CC-C  -4  CC3-C  (=  (8)) 

(10)  CCson  -4  CsCson,  Sonority  epenthesis  (=  (5)-(7))- 

The  first  rule,  (9),  inserts  an  epenthetic  vowel  when  sequences  of  three 
consonants  arise  across  morpheme  boundaries.  This  occurs  in  partic 
when  object  suffixes  beginning  with  a consonant  are  attached.  This  con  gu 
tion  occurs  only  in  the  perfect  verb  and  in  nominal  forms,  so  does  not 
concern  the  immediate  problem.  The  rule  will  be  met  with  again  m sect.  .3 


below,  however.  , . . 

The  justification  for  collapsing  (5M7)  into  one  ru*e’  ^10  ’ !"eS1,  ^ eSSCn  , 
in  a better  data  coverage  than  presented  in  previous  work.  The  following  data 
is  illustrative.  The  decisive  paradigms  are  indicated  by  comparing  °™s 
and  without  vowel-initial  suffixes.  For  the  V-initial  suffixes  1 use : the  3EPL 
suffix  -an,  though  any  vowel-initial  suffix  (whether  subject  or  object  mar 
would  suffice.  In  (na)  are  unsuffixed  verbs,  in  (ub)  the  verbs  with  the  V-imtia 
suffix.  It  may  also  be  noted  that  equivalent  to  the  suffixless  forms, n(na)  are 
forms  with  C-initial  suffixes.  For  instance,  biParif+  ayie  s 1 
knows  her’,  with  no  change  in  the  stem  voweling. 


The  Imperfect  Verb 


i.  'budufun  ‘he  buries’ 

'buzugul  ‘he  throws’ 
busufun  ‘he  is  quiet’ 

‘buduxul  ‘he  enters’ 
li.  'biharij  ‘he  quarrels’ 

butubuz  ‘he  cuts  off  (plant)’ 
busubug  ‘he  finishes  first’ 

' budubuz  ‘he  slaps  on  back’ 
‘bukubus  ‘he  attacks’ 
buduguf  ‘he  crashes  into’ 
‘bijibid  ‘he  pulls’ 
budurud  ‘he  chases’ 
iii.  butigul  ‘he  moves’ 

bunsul  ‘it  falls  out  of  a socket’ 
bulbuk  ‘he  pounds’ 
biifsul  ‘it  separates’ 

' bufzur  ‘he  stretches  s.t.’ 

'bibdan  ‘it  spoils’ 
bustur  ‘he  covers’ 
buktub  ‘he  writes’ 
bugduf' he  trims’ 


budufun-an 

bu'zugul-ati 

bu'sufun-an 

buduxul-ati 

bi'harj-ati 

bu'tubz-an 

bu‘subg-an 

bu'dubz-an 

bukubs-an 

bu'dugf -an 

bi'jibd-an 

bu‘durd-an 

'bungul-an 

'bunsul-an 

' bulbuk-an 

'bufsul-an 

'bufzur-an 

'bibdan-an 

'bustur-an 

'buktub-an 


-a—  -J  UV.  Uiins  ,, 

bugauf-an 

r£r?ng  ,he  a*™*  in  <,». » 

suffixless  fa™"  " h veA  , ^ in  <■■*>•  First  in  th« 

■he  stem  vo™.  ^ "°»el  Wo"  «™1  -C.  ™s  of  course  is 

A high  vowel  can  be  either!' i°  r8^  VS’  loW  vowel  is  lexically  determined. 

Partly  phonologically  determined  !*  ’ frj.nt  °f  back'  This  is  Partlf  lexica]ly’ 
sect.  2.4.1.x.  ’ ccor<img  to  the  conditions  described  in 

Second,  some  verbs  have  an  u • 

while  others  do  not.  Set  (11  hi)  j^ent  etlc  vowel  before  the  second  consonant, 
(11  i)  and  (n  ii)  do.  The  cond't'  °CS  ”0t  bave  an  epenthetic  vowel  whereas  sets 
constraints  which  I will  term  ^ °f  ^ *nsert*on  can  be  stated  in  terms  of 
‘extended’,  because  the  hierarch  eXtended  sonority  constraints’.  I call  them 
ants  than  treatments  of  sonnrit  J rec*uires  a greater  differentiation  of  conson- 
sononty  customarily  allow.3  In  the  sequence  QQ,  an 

1 In  Clements  (1990:  286)  sir 

fomlTin^da^whT15’ UqUidS’ gU*s’ a™Wek  °f increasinS sonon]y: 

’ w^le  stops  and  fricatives  have  it  , ? ^ *uerarchy,  nasals,  liquids,  and  glides 
"vernal  differentiation. 
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epenthetic  vowel  is  inserted  if  C,  is  less  sonorant  than  C2.  The  sonority 
hierarchy  is: 

(12)  Extended  sonority  hierarchy,  Nigerian  Arabic 

1.  r,  1,  m,  n,  w:  liquids  and  nasals 

2.  b,  f:  bilabials 

3.  s,  s,  J:  voiceless,  aveolar  (alveopalatal),  fricatives 

4.  k,  g,  j:  velars,  alveopalatal 

5.  t,2  d,  cf,  z,  d:  alveolars,  dentals  (coronals)3 

6.  ?,  h,  q,  x:  velar,  uvular,  glottal  decreasing  sonority 

The  entire  system  can  be  summarized  as  follows. 

(13)  Extended  sonority  hierarchy  and  epenthesis 

for  QC2,  then  QoQ  if  Q is  lower  on  hierachy  than  C2 
(less  sonorant)  6>5>4>3>2>i  (more  sonorant) 

In  the  sequence  C,C2,  an  epenthetic  vowel  is  inserted  if  Q is  less  sonorant 
than  C2.  The  epenthetic  vowel  is  /a/after  a guttural,  otherwise  a high  vowel 
(front  or  back,  [i/u]  depending  on  harmonic  factors  discussed  in  sect.  2.4.1. 1). 
I would  note  that  this  rule  replicates  what  Clements  (i99°:  2.87,  following 
Murray  and  Vennemann)  terms  the  syllable  contact  law,  which  states  that  in  a 
CC  cluster,  the  first  consonant  tends  to  be  more  sonorant  than  the  second. 

To  elucidate  how  the  system  works,  ‘minimal  pairs  can  be  summarized 
from  the  list,  where  the  presence  or  absence  of  an  epenthetic  vowel  follows 
from  the  sonority  relationship  of  the  consonants.  The  first  column  sanctions 
epenthesis  while  the  second  does  not. 


2 -t  is  in  the  second  lowest  sonority  group,  which  means  that  an  epenthetic  vowel  will  relatively 
rarely  be  inserted  before  it.  This  observation  may  be  part  of  the  explanation  for  tee  etion  o 
and  2MSG  subject  suffixes  in  Nigerian  and  western  Sudanic  Arabic,  when  they  are  not  themselves 
suffixed,  •fif-t  - fif'l  saw’  (see  (2)  in  sect.  1.4).  The  lack  of  epenthesis  leaves  the  suffix  unsyliabihed 

and  renders  it  non-salient,  making  it  a more  prominent  target  for  deletion. 

I would  note  that  there  are  not  enough  examples  of  /j/in  my  sample  to  be  sure  at  t s im 


exactly  it  belongs.  It  is  no  higher  than  level  4,  however.  ...  . f . 

5 Adapting  observations  from  Jun  (2004:  65),  one  line  of  explanation  or  t e P3°Pensl ._ 
alveolars  and  dentals  (coronals)  to  support  epenthesis  might  be  in  terms  o spee  o mgua 
Coronals  have  a fast  gesture,  velars,  by  comparison,  are  slow.  The  CC  difference  between^  he 
cuts’  vs.  buduguf ‘ he  crashes  into’  is  thus  one  between  a slow-fast  and  a fast-slow  gesture,  u ’ 

the  ‘slow1  consonant  (/g/in  this  case)  extends  its  influence  on  the  formant  transitions  on  Am £reced  ng 
vowel,  even  when  it  is  in  the  Q position.  In  a hypothetical  * budguf , the  h hdp 

transitional  formants  of  the  /u/,  thereby  interfering  with  the  typical  formant  transjuom  “h‘^P 
identify  the  following  Idl.  With  an  epenthetic  vowel  between  /d/and  /g/,  this  interf 
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(14)  busufun  vs.  bufsul:  s-f  epenthicizes,  but  not  f-s 
budugufvs.  bugdufd-g  but  not  g-tf 
budubuz  vs.  bubdan  d-b  but  not  b-d 
budubuz  vs.  bubzur  d-b  but  not  b-z 
bukubsan  vs.  busubug  k-b  but  not  b-g 

The  examples  from  column  (11b)  can  be  understood  in  the  same  rule  com- 
plex, except  that  here  a further  variable  is  added,  namely  that  the  stem  vowel 
(the  vowel  before  the  final  -C)  occurs  in  an  open  syllable.  Using  a very 
descriptive  format,  a further  rule  can  be  stated:  delete  the  stem  vowel  in  an 
open  syllable,  unless  this  leads  to  a violation  of  the  sonority  hierarchy. 

For  instance,  in 

(15)  'busufun,  bu'sufun-an 

the  singular  form  inserts  because  Is/  is  lower  than  lil.  When  a V-initial  suffix  is 
added  placing  the  final  stem  in  an  open  syllable,  the  stem  /u/  is  not  deleted, 
since  /f/is  less  sonorant  than  /n/on  the  hierarchy.  By  contrast,  in 

(16)  'bukubus,  bukubsan 

the  stem  vowel  /u/  does  delete  in  the  plural,  since  Ibl  is  above  Is/  on  the 
hierarchy.  The  epenthetic  vowel  between  /k/and  /b/remains,  since  /k/  is  lower 
than  Ibl.  In 


(17)  buktub,  buktub-an 

there  is  no  insertion  anywhere,  since  Ik/  is  more  sonorant  than  /t/.  In  th 
plural  the  /u/  is  not  deleted  in  an  open  syllable,  since  It/  is  less  sonorant  thai 
Ibl,  and  hence  requires  a vowel  separator.  In  (11),  sets  i.  and  iii.  have  n< 
e etion,  since  C3  is  less  sonorant  than  C2.  Set  ii.  does  have  deletion,  since  C 
is  more  sonorant  than  C3. 

Sonority  makes  itself  felt  in  further  phonological  alternations.  In  th 
owing  pe  ect  imperfect  pairs,  where  the  perfect  verb  has  k-s  as  the  firs 
two  consonants,  converting  this  to  the  imperfect  would  theoretically  involv 
p acing  Ikl  next  to  Is/,  /k / is  below  Is/  on  the  sonority  hierarchy,  so  ai 
epenthetic  vowel  would  be  inserted.  Instead,  sequences  of  k-s  (and  others  0 
the  /s/class)  metathesize  in  the  imperfect,  resulting  in: 

( ) asar  he  broke  biskar,  biskar-an  (instead  of  *bikasar) 

kafa  or  kafah  ‘he  opened’  bifki,  bifk-an. 


A similar  explanation  lies  behind 
(19)  waagif  ‘standing’  waafg-e  ‘standing.F’. 


Here  the  open  syllable  deletion  rule  applies,  but  on  the  metathesized  f-g 
sequence. 

It  can  be  seen  how  the  interplay  of  epenthesis  as  defined  by  the  sonority 
hierarchy  along  with  the  deletion  of  a short  vowel  in  an  open  syllable,  as  in 
(16),  produces  the  effect  which  was  described  in  (1)— (3)  above. 

6.2.  Historical  Significance 

To  introduce  this  section,  it  can  be  noted  that  there  is  a degree  of  variation 
attested  in  certain  forms.  A detailed  quantitative  treatment  of  the  alternation, 
burgud  ‘he  lies  down’,  burgud-an  ~ burugd-an  is  found  in  Owens  (1998a:  29). 
While  burugdan  is  not  expected  from  the  sonority  hierarchy,  in  fact  its  tokens  in 
an  extensive  text  count  outnumber  the  unepentheticized  burgudan.  Also,  I have 
noted  that  while  buskutan  ‘they.F  are  quiet’  is  the  normal  form,  conforming  to 
the  sonority  hierarchy,  in  one  village  busuktan  (etc.)  was  regularly  observed.  In 
both  these  cases  the  exception  moves  in  the  same  direction,  namely  that  the 
epentheticized  form  becomes  categorical,  regardless  of  sonority  context.  Epen- 
thesis occurs  where  a sequence  of  three  consonants,  CCC,  arises. 

I will  ignore  these  two  ‘exceptions’  for  present  purposes,  because  so  far  as 
the  Nigerian  Arabic  data  goes  they  represent  isolated  cases.  Nonetheless,  they 
serve  as  an  introduction  to  the  main  theme  of  this  section,  namely  the 
historical  development  of  epentheticized  forms.  The  basic  argument  is  that 
already  in  some  pre-diasporic  varieties  sonorant-determined  epenthesis  gave 
way  to  what  I term  linearly  determined  epenthesis.  As  in  the  examples  cited  in 
the  previous  paragraph,  sonority  gives  way  to  consonantal  sequence,  as  the 
determinant  of  epenthesis. 

The  starting  point  of  this  discussion  is  an  article  by  Kiparsky  (2003)  in 
which  he  offers  a tripartite  division  of  Arabic  dialects  into  - VC,  C-,  and  -CV- 
dialects.4  His  treatment  covers  many  types  of  syllabification  phenomena,  not 
only  those  exhibited  in  the  imperfect  verb,  to  which  this  chapter  is  limited. 
I will  summarize  it  only  to  the  extent  that  it  impinges  on  the  current  historical 
problem.  Neither  C-nor  -VC  dialects  allow  a short  high  vowel  in  an  open 
syllable,  hence  *CV  is  prohibited.  As  far  as  the  verb  goes,  in  synchronic  terms 
this  constraint  produces  alternations  such  as  the  following  (as  in  (4)  above). 

(20)  yiktib 

(a)  yiktib-u 

(b)  yiktb-u 

(c)  yikitb-u. 

* See  Watson  (ms.)  for  criticisms  of  many  of  the  linkages  suggested  in  Kiparsky’s  article. 
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As  with  Nigerian  Arabic,  the  input  is  a verb  with  a VC#  stem.  When  a vowel- 
mitid  suffix  is  added,  a disallowed  CV  syllable  (ti-)  is  produced  (20a).  The 

rrr  v tTi  ,7^  ^b*s  Jeads  t0  another  unacceptable  situation,  namely  a 
> t , sy  a e.  To  alleviate  this  problem  an  epenthetic  vowel  is  introduced 

,.  1 I6";.6  yst  two  cons°nants  (20c).  As  already  noted,  in  many  Arabic 
dialects  this  rule  is  categorical  when  the  stem  vowel  is  high. 

, ;~s;as,  Kiparsky  notes>  are  similar  to  -VC  dialects,  in  that  they  have 

11  a v-  V0we^  deletion,  however,  the  resulting  CCC  sequence  is 
e . parsky  includes  here  both  most  North  African  dialects,  and  certain 
Arabian  peninsular  dialects,  particularly  southern  Hijazi  (see  (21)  below).  As 

different  ^eve]6  °W'  1 ^ S^ncbroidc  dass  op  C-dialects  collapses  historically 

P dialects,  finally,  essentially  maintain  a stem  vowel  in  all  positions. 
Ch  7ny  Yemeni  didects  and  Bahariyya  in  Egypt,  as  described  in 

situation  ' 77ke  l°  SU^est  kere  *s  tkat  the  contemporary  Nigerian  Arabic 
7n  Tabled  m ^ t0  Undemandin8  a development  which  may  be  described 

one^nevel^0111  7S  in  Table  6,1>  II  wiU  be  easiest  to  begin  with  the  bottom 
Beeinnine  on  *#7  / a.  e®cnbes  tbe  restive  chronology  of  actual  varieties, 
reconstructed  ■ ! ^ 7"  diffemU  varieties  afe  identified.  AU  of  them  are 
Classical  Arahi  ^7°^  timeS‘  The  first  Position  * represented  by 
no  rules  at  all  wffh  1 e ancestor  °f  various  modem  varieties.  These  have 
epemhesis  * **  Stem’ neither  ™les  of  deletion  nor  of 

ation  Here  a short  717  S°.Utbern  HlJazi  dialects  represents  a second  situ- 
no^penffies^^^C^se^6  “ **** * “ ^ Tbere * however, 

paradigmatic  contest,  l’’’”  '"T™ 

open  syllables,  high  vowels  deleted.  ’ °W  * ma,”,a,ne<i  m 

-n:  relative  chmno^  of  „,m  ch„gc 

a.  Non-linearlv 


— ' cm 

a.  Non-linearly  determined 

b.  Stem  constraint 

"Proto- Southern  Hijazi  A " 

CA,  “proto-Yemeni  etc. 


Linearly  determined 
No  stem  constraint 
Regular  epenthesis 
ELA  etc.  > (?) 


North  African 
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(21)  tuktub  tuktb-iin  ‘you.F  write’  (T.  Prochazka  1988:  32,  35) 
ta f rab  ta f rab-iin  ‘you.F  drink’ 

A third  situation  is  sonorant  epenthesis,  with  Nigerian  Arabic  an  approximate 
living  reflex.  It  will  be  argued  below  that  sonorant  epenthesis  began  with  the 
most  sonorant  consonants,  essentially  as  in  (6)  above,  and  became  generalized 
from  there  to  the  situation  which  is  currently  attested  in  Nigerian  Arabic.  The 
sonorant  hierarchy  of  Nigerian  Arabic  thus  derives  directly  from  an  earlier 
proto-variety,  but  is  not  an  exact  relic  of  the  original  situation  itself. 

Up  to  Nigerian  Arabic  all  the  varieties  share  one  basic  feature:  either  they 
undergo  no  phonological  perturbation  to  their  basic  form  or  if  they  do,  as 
with  Nigerian  Arabic,  it  is  not  stems  but  rather  consonant  sequences  which 
are  the  domain  of  epenthesis. 

With  ELA,  on  the  other  hand,  there  emerges  a phonological  rule  which  is 
generalized  to  all  high-vowel  stems:  CCVC-V  changes  to  CVCC-V.  Unlike 
Nigerian  Arabic,  consonant  quality  plays  no  role  in  the  process.  I therefore 
call  it  linearly  determined  epenthesis,  since  it  depends  solely  on  linear  se- 
quences of  consonants.  Tiers  a and  c in  Table  6.1  divide  the  dialects  and  proto 
varieties  according  to  whether  or  not  the  imperfect  verb  has  linearly  based 
epenthesis. 

I would  propose  that  the  ELA-type  epenthesis  grew  directly  out  of  a 
Nigerian-type.  It  is  clear  from  the  list  in  (11)  that  the  sonorant  hierarchy 
introduces  a large  number  of  epenthetic  vowels,  and  at  the  same  time 
sanctions  a large  number  of  vowel  deletions  when  a -V  initial  suffix  is 
added.  Speakers  generalized  the  insertion/deletion  alternations  from  ones 
being  governed  by  specific  consonantal  constraints,  to  ones  governed  by  e 
global  sequence  of  consonants  and  vowels.  From  the  diverse  inputs,  or  t e 
forms  without  a vowel-initial  suffix,  a pattern  of  the  type  in  (n  a “i)  became 
the  norm,  and  in  those  with  a vowel-initial  suffix,  the  pattern  in  (11  n 1 * 

That  a process  of  generalization  in  favor  of  linearly  determined  epent  es 
could  have  become  dominant  is  supported  by  the  evidence  cited  in  the  first 
paragraph  of  this  section,  that  on  a variational  basis  in  Nigerian  Ara  ic  sue 

‘shift’  is  observable.5  . . 

Since  the  sonority  hierarchy  in  (12)  is  attested  in  this  form  o y in  '8 
and  other  western  Sudanic  dialects,  it  is  to  be  seen  as  the  endpoint  of  a 
continuous  development  which  began  in  pre-diasporic  times.  m J 
further  suggested  that  the  input  for  expanding  the  hierarchy  began  at  the 


5 This  is  not  to  suggest  that  the  shift  will  ever  go  to  completion  toreacha^'emsuchasm 

Libyan  Arabic.  As  seen  in  the  discussion  of  short  high  vowel  quahty  m N.genan  Arab.c  in  sect, 
there  appear  to  be  strong  social  factors  supporting  a non-  rect  vana 


eastern 

. 2.4.M, 
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mremes  of  the  hierarchy,  step  1 and  step  6.  Note  that  these  two  contexts  have 
already  been  introduced  as  general  phenomena  in  Arabic  dialects  (sect.  34.2, 
e’8‘  (l,V’ (l8))-  SteP insertion  of  an  epenthetic  vowel  before  a liquid  or  nasal, 
as  will  be  reiterated  in  sect.  6.4  below,  is  a process  already  described  by 
1 awaih.  Step  6,  so  far  as  I know,  is  not  attested  in  the  Old  Arabic  literature. 
In  the  modem  dialectological  literature,  it  represents  a phenomenon  so 
widespread  that  it  has  a fixed  designation,  namely  the  ‘gahawa’  syndrome, 
is  re  ers  to  t e /h/in  the  word  for  ‘coffee’,  a letter  which  is  eponymous  for 
y guttur  consonant  (as  in  (12)).  After  a guttural  consonant,  in  many 
litt  3n  ’nserted  ie-8-  Najdi,  southern  Jordanian  and  the  Sinaitic 
T ih  ' m°St  1 eC*S  op  tbe  ent're  Sudan ic  region,  Iraqi  gilit  dialects,  eastern 
y , e sect.  1.6.6).  From  this  wide  distribution  it  may  be  surmised  that  it  is 
/ Pc  iasPonc  event.  There  is  thus  very  strong  evidence  that  steps  1 and  6 in 

slumps  tL  ?T  m 3 'ar^e  numt>er  of  pre-diasporic  varieties.  I would 
tu  • , a,  1 CSe  t'^°  contexts  represented  initial  models  for  sonorant  epen- 

contem  ^ 8ener  !Zed  *n  some  varieties  to  other  contexts,  resulting  in  the 

in  Nigerian  Arabic  (and  westem  Sudanic  £*■»>• 
eastern  T ik”0  C ! *!  • °m  3 comParative  historical  basis  I am  not  saying  that 

Nigerian  Arlh"  °l  ^ ^ °f  ePenthesis  in  ELA,  developed  from 

opedout  f K 31  er’ 1 6 generalized  linearly  determined  epenthesis  devel- 
“ S°n0nty'based  ePenthesis.  It  could  be  that  the  ancestral  variety 
sonoritvLe  JT  deV6loped  from  a more  impoverished  version  of  a 
latNe  ^ 7 “ (u)’  th°U8h  at  this  P°int  thinking  is  specu- 

h ^ **  Nigerian  Arabic  situation  today  is  cJer  to 

Nigeria  SbTS°[  ELA  th3n  “ ELA  and  it  is  in  this  sense  that 
epenthesis  **  C ey  to  lnterPreting  the  development  of  a linearly  based 

of  the  forms^n^T^F1'"8  foUows  the  pre-diasporic  provenance 

mined  epenthesis  t ' PfndlCS1S  based  on  sonority  preceded  linearly  deter- 
eastem  Libyan  Arah"^!  • etermined  ePenthesis  is  found  today,  inter  alia,  in 

^rrt“rsni^r,^:,rr of  so-hm  ^ ** 

the  Sinaitic  dialects  can  be  dated  ! 8 ??  m’ 229’ 5l6)’  06  IOng  n°t6S  ^ 
and  present-dav  nnn  1 ° Pre"^s  am'c  times.  Assuming  the  ancient 

the  linearly  detemined  T ^ "****  lin8uisticaUy>  it  would  follow  that 

Since  in  the  arsrume  6SIS  was  Greatly  in  place  in  pre-diasporic  times, 

the  sonority-determined1011  6^eIoped  m this  chapter  this  logically  assumes 
pre-diasporic.  epenthesis,  this  form  of  epenthesis  as  well  must  be 

not  crucial.  My  guess ^encet^0311  dlakctS  in  this  historical  typology  is 
X guess  (hence  the  question  mark)  is  that  they  derive  from  an 
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ELA- type  epenthesis.  However,  since  the  high-low  vowel  contrast  was  lost  in 
most  North  African  varieties,  it  affects  all  stems.  Note  that  in  this  respect  it 
contrasts  with  southern  Hijazi,  where  the  low- vowel  stems  are  stable  (see 

(21) ).  Otherwise,  both  southern  Hijazi  and  North  African  allow  CCC-V 
stems.6  Whether  there  is  a residual  southern  Hijazi  element  in  the  North 
African  data  is  an  issue  requiring  separate  study.  Given  the  current  recon- 
structions, the  southern  Hijazi  type  is  pre-diasporic,  and  therefore  could  have 
served  as  a pool  for  the  North  African  forms. 

6.3.  Epenthesis 

In  all  varieties  of  Arabic  situations  may  arise  where  a rule  of  linear  epenthesis 
is  needed.  This  does  not  pertain  to  the  imperfect  stem.  It  does,  however,  apply 
to  the  perfect  verb,  in  the  configuration: 

(22)  Stem-t-OBJ,  t = 1,  2 MSG  subject  suffix  where  object  is  -C  initial. 
Given: 

(23)  fif-t  ‘I  saw’ 

if  a C-initial  suffix  is  added,  a CCC  sequence  will  result. 

(24)  fif-t-ha  ‘I  saw  her’ 

In  southern  Hijazi,  which  as  seen  allows  CCC  sequences,  no  further  action 
need  be  taken  (e.g.  darabthum  ‘I  hit  them.M’,  T.  Prochazka  1988: 185).  In  both 
Najdi  and  Nigerian  Arabic,  on  the  other  hand,  the  sequence  needs  to  be 
broken  up,  *CCC  being  disallowed.  A vowel  is  inserted  between  the  second 
and  third  consonants,  giving, 

(25)  fift-aha  ‘I  saw  her’  (see  (15)  in  Ch.  3). 

CVC-CV-CV 

In  principle  the  vowel  could  have  been  inserted  between  the  first  two  con- 
sonants. This  is  not  the  insertion  of  choice.  Militating  against  this  position  of 
insertion  are  the  following.  This  insertion  is  typically  found  with  the  suffix  -t. 
In  the  Nigerian  sonority  system,  Itl  is  low  on  the  list,  hence  insertion  before  it 
would  be  disfavored  but  insertion  after  it  favored.  Furthermore,  the  resulting 
CV-syllable  (ta)  produces  only  minimal  disruption  to  the  syllabification  of 
the  basic  stem.  The  CVC  stem  (fif)  is  not  affected  by  the  epenthesis.  This  is 

• Though  it  is  often  reported  in  the  literature  that  a very  short  epenthetic  vowel  will  appear  in  a 
ecc  -V  sequence. 
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represented  in  tier  b in  Table  6.1.  Up  to  Nigerian  Arabic  there  is  effectively  a 
constraint  which  does  not  allow  generalized  epenthesis  in  a verb  stem.  In  CA, 
varieties  of  Yemeni  etc,  and  in  southern  Hijazi  no  epenthesis  at  all 
occurs  or  is  owed  in  the  stem.  In  Nigerian  Arabic,  epenthesis  occurs,  but  it 
s to  consonantal  quality,  not  an  abstract  notion  of  stem.  There  is  thus  a 
oug  isomorp  y between  the  morphological  stem  and  the  stem  syllable 
rue  ure,  an  t e morphological  suffix  and  the  suffix  syllable  structure:  a 
stem  is  represented  in  a syllable  and  the  suffixes  by  their  syllables. 
r-r-  7 & 1 Catl°n  tYPt  fifitha,  on  the  other  hand,  breaks  up  the  stem 
ifnTrUT-  57  5 ’ ^ CV'CVC-  Here>  and  in  the  ELA-type  syllabifica- 
nhnn  1 C TPe  CCt  VCr^  ^SCe  and  (26)>  (27)  below),  the  rules  are  purely 
Tb!  T m 1°  n°  COnstraints  based  on  the  construct  ‘stem’  are  relevant, 
nat  me  hLA  system  confirms  the  purely  phonological  nature  of  epenthesis 
can  be  seen  m its  solution  to  the  current  predicament: 

(26)  fif-it-ha. 

epenthesis  jn^ent^es*s  between  tbe  first  two  consonants  parallels  the 

(27)  yikitb-u 
‘they  write’ 

this  system  eDentb^'  * T***  PUrdy  °n  consonantal  sequence.  Of  course,  in 
out,  since  the  ^ ^ ^ 

(28)  *fifti-ha 

6-4-  The  Old  Arabic  Evidence 

date  into  the  pre-diaspo^0051™0^  ^0rms  op tbe  imperfect  verb  which  all 
reflexes  in  the  Old  AhJT.613  Eacb  tbem  finds  identical  or  analogous 
Table  6.1,  no  deletion  erature,  though  to  differing  degrees.  As  noted  in 

?**■  . C:xcrrcccharac,eris,ic  n 

in  the  Old  Arabic  literature  u ° 3 se<3uence  is  not  attested  as  such 

vowel  in  an  open  syllable  s'  MWCVer’ 35  seen  Ch.  2,  deletion  of  a short  high 
that  the  southern  Hiiazi'  f m **  *°  *s  web  attested.  It  may  be  suggested 
where  deletion  of  a hieh  JUT  d“ectljr  related  to  °ld  Arabic  varieties 
Sonorant  epenthesis  also  311  °Pen  syllable  was  widespread. 

This  was  summarized  in  sect  ^ ^ Arabic,  particulary  in  Sibawaih. 

3-3-2.1,  where  it  was  seen  that  Sibawaih  describes 
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as  an  alternative  to  ba*r-‘Bakr-NOM’,  bakur,  with  the  case  vowel  inserted 
before  the  final  stem  consonant.  It  can  be  inferred  from  the  few  examples 
which  Sibawaih  supplies,  that  the  epenthesis  occurs  in  the  context 
CCiiquid/nasal.  Liquids  and  nasals  in  the  Nigerian  Arabic  rule  (12)  are  also  the 
most  sonorant  consonants  of  the  set,  and  as  pointed  out  in  sect.  3.3. 2.1,  the 
epenthesis  before  a liquid  or  nasal,  the  so-called  bukura  syndrome  ( bukura, 
the  word  for  ‘tomorrow’),  is  fairly  widespread  in  Arabic  dialects  generally. 

It  can  thus  be  said  with  a high  degree  of  certainty  that  the  three  recon 
structed  forms  are  also  adumbrated  in  the  Old  Arabic  literature,  or,  if  they  are 
not,  comparative  evidence  argues  strongly  for  postulating  them.  Of  course, 
high  vowel  deletion  and  even  more,  sonorant  epenthesis  have  a much  more 
circumscribed  role  in  the  Old  Arabic  accounts  than  they  do  in  the  current 
reconstructions.  This  is  ancillary  to  the  current  argument,  however.  As  o en 
emphasized  in  this  work,  reconstruction  can  be  practiced  by  definition  on 
whatever  data  source  allows  it,  and  the  results  therefrom  have  an  interna 
validity  independent  of  other  linguistic  sources.  In  my  judgment  w at  is 
striking  is  that  reconstruction  and  attestation  in  Sibawaih  complement  eac 
other  at  all  in  issues  of  rather  small  detail. 


6.5.  The  Reconstructions  and  the  Classical  Arabic  Verbal  Mode 
Endings 

As  a final  issue  in  this  chapter,  it  is  relevant  to  consider  the  his  ^ 
status  of  the  mode  endings  on  the  imperfect  verb.  The  C assica  ra  1C 
parallels  the  noun  in  having  a set  of  inflectional  endings  mar  e y 
vowels. 

(29)  yaktub-u  ‘he  writes-IND’ 

yaktub-a  ‘he  writes-SUBJUNCTIVE 
yaktub  ‘he  writes-JUSSIVE’ 

The  indicative  verb  is  marked  by-u,  the  subjunctive  by  a,  and  th  j y 

As  with  the  case  system,  the  system  of  short  voxel 
plays  no  role  in  understanding  the  genesis  of  the  orms  in  ^ yhj, 

dialens  (see  <„)  in  Ch.  8 for  parallel  situation  in  nominal 
follows  from  the  following  considerations.  The  addition  o a 
southern  Hijari  and  the  Nigerian  Arabic-type  systems  mgg®  or  m >h^ 
of  Nigerian  Arabic,  potential,  triggers  the  deletion  o ^ short  h,J  vowel; 
There  are  no  Old  Arabic  sources  which  mention  the  mode  imdmgs  a « 
big  such  a process.  So  far  as  the  old  sources  go  at  leas,,  the  reconstructed 
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southern  Hijazi  and  Nigerian  Arabic  types  have  to  be  seen  as  parallel  to  and 
independent  of  a variety  with  verbal  mode  endings. 

• ^°r  no  deletion,  no  epenthesis’  type,  the  presence  of  mode  endings 

m assical  Arabic  cannot  be  related  linguistically  to  the  absence  of  mode 
en  mgs  in  the  modem  typological  equivalent  (equivalent  in  the  sense  that  a 
short  high  vowel  is  maintained  in  the  stem  under  all  conditions).  There  is  no 
re  ation  ecause  there  is  no  logical  causal  connection:  the  mode  endings  could 
once  ave  existed  on  the  ancestral  variety,  but  there  is  no  historical  linguistic 
trace  allowing  such  an  inference  to  be  made.7 


7 
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In  the  final  two  chapters,  I draw  on  data  from  both  modern  dialects  and  Old 
Arabic  sources.  In  each  chapter,  I begin  with  the  Old  Arabic  sources. 

Arguably,  the  most  complicated  treatment  of  a subject  in  Sibawaih  in 
relation  to  variational  properties  is  that  of  the  Pimaala  (imala,  as  I term  it). 
The  term  is  Sibawaih’s  and  like  much  terminology  from  the  Arabic  tradition 
has  been  taken  over  in  the  modem  Arabistic  literature.  Pimaala  means 
‘inclining,  bending  to’.  Essentially  imala  involves  the  change  of  a long  aa  to 
an  ee-like  value  in  the  context  of  an  HI  in  a preceding  or  following  syllable.  As 
will  be  seen,  the  examples  Sibawaih  gives  are  often  identical  forms  found  in 
the  modern  dialects  which  have  imala,  e.g.: 

(t)  kilieb  ‘dogs’  (II:  279.21) 

masiejid  ‘mosques’  (II:  279.11). 

Imala  involves  a long  /aa/,  medial  or  final,  and  it  can,  in  Sibawaih  s termin 
ology,  be  applied  to  short  /a/  as  well,  though  this  is  much  more  restricte 
Imala  of  final  /aa/  and  /a/  treated  in  comparative  perspective  involves  a 
prohibitively  large  data  set.  In  this  chapter,  the  comparative  goals  of  t e 
work  are  served  by  a concentration  on  the  medial  imala  of  long  /aa/,  with 
one  exception  in  sect.  7.1.3  where  I treat  short  /a/  imala.  In  descn  mg 
waih’s  summary  of  imala,  I do,  however,  occasionally  describe  imala  at  na 
long  -aa,  as  it  allows  elucidation  of  Sibawaih  s systematic  linguistic  t g 


7-i.  Imala  in  Old  Arabic 

7-i.i.  Phonetics  and  phonology 

Before  summarizing  the  various,  sometimes  contradictory  rules  pertai  ' g 
where  i mala  occurs,  I will  first  attempt  to  ascerum  ,.s  phonetic 
Sibawaih  describes  imala  as  a type  of  assimilation  1 *aam  ’ C°  , 
to  assimilation  of  one  consonant  to  Mother  in  terms  of  emphasn tor  vo.  g_ 
The  long  no  is  assimilated  by  a following  or  precedrng  t He  descnbet » 
an  inclimtion  of  the  tongue  in  which  the  phone., c configurate  of  /aa/ 
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made  to  resemble  and  approach  that  of  HI  (II:  279.16).  Most  Western  scholars 
(e.g.  Jastrow  1978;  Levin  1998)  who  have  worked  on  ima/a-dialects  have  not 
interpreted  Sibawaih’s  description  of  the  sound  phonetically.  They  merely 
refer  to  it  as  imala.  As  phonetics  is  an  important  aspect  of  any  linguistic 
reconstruction,  however,  some  attention  needs  to  be  given  to  this  issue. 
Schaade  (1911.  23)  represents  it  with  the  German  umlaut  [a],  which  would 
imply  a front  [a].  He  does  not  explain  his  orthography,  however.  Similarly,  al- 
Nassir  (1993.  92)  suggesting  only  that  the  value  of  imala  lies  somewhere 
etween  [ee]  and  [ee],  conventionally  uses  the  symbol  [ee].  He  does  not 

recognize  a diphthongal  value  for  it.  Fleisch’s  interpretation  is  treated  briefly 
in  sect.  7.3.4  below. 

Griinert  (1875),  although  an  early  treatment  among  Western  Arabicists,  is  a 
goo  one.  Unlike  some  contemporary  Arabicists  (see  sect.  7.3.4),  he  recognizes 
t e cose  connection  between  classical  imala  and  all  the  then-known  modem 
! eC*  varieties  (Andalusia,  Lebanon,  Syria,  Malta,  even  noting  evidence  in  old 
ic  an  sources,  1875. 453). 1 Again  in  contrast  to  most  contemporary  sources  (see 
a ve)  runert  attempts  a very  specific  phonetic  interpretation  for  classical 
ma  . n ortunately  he  bases  his  interpretation  on  post-Sibawahian  texts  only, 
and  in  the  tradition  of  his  compatriots  (see  Ch.  2),  does  not  apply  the 
comparative  method  to  the  contemporary  dialectal  sources.2  The  description 
o irna  a in  ater  texts  is  quite  unitary.  Zamaxshari  serves  as  an  example. 
Zamaxshari  says  (Mufassal 335)  that  ‘you  incline  an  [aa]  towards  a [y]’  (tumiyl 

jj  , ! na  ,W  a yaa  )•  Crucially,  Griinert  recognizes  in  this  formulation  a 
diphthongal  value.  However,  there  is  nothing  in  it  which  specifies  an 

dialects,  citing  the  forms  Wife  fnd  ^ w ^ of  the  Arabic  grammarians  to  North  African 
change  of  [aa]  > fiil  ln  fart  t a'"]}-  S"”  ’^at  correct)-  This  would  imply  the  imala- induced 
detail8  in  secc72.  North  S I a C“ei  °f  Maltese  “d  Libyan  Arabic  treated  in 

reflex  for  *[aal  Marcais  fio-rA  ' * ^ °e?  n0t’  accortbn8  t0  contemporary  descriptions,  have  this 

where  imala  unexpected  (i  e ™ th  “k  eXte"S1Ve  review  of  North  African  dialects  and  in  all  examples 
[aa],  e.g.  kaan  Che  was’  n -n  1 6 ,aS1S0  comparison  with  other  ima/a-dialects),  his  examples  have 

editio/of  MarSs  IL^onXlT  *”7**  P ^ Similarl*  *"  ^ 
diphthongal  reflex  for  these  words  (Marcais  (S°Uthwest  LlbVa)  8ives  a low  vowel-  non_ 

North  Africa  does  have  the  change  *[ay]  > [ill  * ^ T”'-  255\  , ■ 

greater  detail  in  sect.  7.2.5  relatin  tk-  i.  " ’ 38 b,,t  10use  < bayt,  but  as  will  be  discussed  m 
problematic.  Marcais  does  state  that  ^ C.ang®  t0  S,bawaih’s  classical  description  of  imala  is  quite 
examples  so  it  cannot  be  judged  what  k!  Td  “ Central  Tunisian  dialects,  though  gives  no 
this  case  (I  thank  Catherine  Taine  rketk  understood  as  lexical  and  phonetic  reflexes  of  imala  in 
2 In  fact,  Griinert  (1875:  45O  wn„u  * ’ P'c"  anuar7  20°5-  for  discussion  of  this  point), 
as  a result  of  spread  of  Arabic  and  f a.PPe,ar  t0  explain  the  various  manifestations  of  modem  imala 
developments,  as  argued  for  in  this'riT^t  aiJguage  contact,  rather  than  as  a reflex  of  pre-diasporic 
rather  than  by  case-by-case  argument„t*P  7 l'  his  view  through  a prioristic  assumptions 

which  undergo  vowel  modification’  ‘wi7  H 'uJ*  °fCUrS  t0  eveiT  language  under  similar  conditions. 
Fall  ist,  der  Vocalismus  immer  mehr  modifici  ^ Spracbe  unter  denselben  Voibedingungen  der 
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on-glide  [ia]  or  an  off-glide  [ai] . Griinert,  without  discussion,  opts  for  the 
latter  (1875:  465).  To  be  fair,  reading  Zamaxshari  and  other  later  descriptions 
linearly,  this  is  probably  the  most  neutral  reading.  Zamaxshari  begins  with  the 
[aa]  which  you  incline  towards  a [y] . Logically,  however,  the  reverse  could  also 
be  intended,  with  the  [y]  value  in  the  beginning.  Note  that  if  the  on-glide 
interpretation  developed  in  detail  below  is  correct,  this  would  already  indicate 
that  Zamaxshari’s  reading  is  based  purely  on  a philological  reading  of  the  imala 
value  (or  based  on  those  who  developed  such),  not  on  actual  aural  phonetic 
interpretation.  Zamaxshari’s  imala  description  is  treated  in  more  detail  in 
Appendix  3. 

By  comparison,  Sibawaih,  probably  not  by  chance,  used  a passive  formu- 
lation, ‘the  [aa]  is  inclined  (finalized)  if  there  is  a consonant  after  it  with  [i] 
(fa-al-?alif  tumaal  Pidaa  kaan  bafidahaa  harf  maksuwr. . . ).  This  betrays  no 
bias  for  on-glide  or  off-glide  value.  To  decide  between  the  two  further  textual 
material  may  be  adduced,  along  with  an  application  of  the  comparative 


method. 

In  this  section,  I first  suggest  a phonetic  interpretation  of  the  imala  of  long 
/aa/,  then  summarize  basic  distributional  properties. 

The  phonetic  realization  of  imala  can  be  interpreted  as  a high  falling 
diphthong:  the  tongue  begins  in  the  position  of  [i]  and  moves  towards  [a] 
under  the  influence  of  an  [i]  in  a neighboring  syllable.  This  same  imala  is 
attested  even  earlier  than  Sibawaih  in  the  Koranic  reading  tradition  (see 
Ch.  4).  In  fact,  it  is  associated  above  all  with  the  Kufan  readers  Abu  1Amr 
ibn  SAlaa?,  the  main  protagonist  of  Ch.  4 whom  Sibawaih  sometimes  took  as 
an  authority  on  Arabic  (Talmon  2003:  43-7)  and  al-KisaH,  who  has  also  been 
met  above  (see  sect.  2.4.1.2,  Didactic  manuals).  In  Ibn  Mujaahid  imala  is 
represented  as  the  orthographic  mark  of  a kasra  placed  before  an’  > as  in 
‘one  who  envies’iiU,  this  token  attributed  to  Abu  Amr  (Ibn  Mujahid,  703)- 
In  Sibawaih  imala  is  signaled  by  a straight  line  (a  type  of  kasra)  written 
beneath  the  line,  similarly  placed  before  the  alif,  kilaab.  A “;ect  J*  °7?tlC 
reading  of  these  phonetic  signs  gives  the  diphthongs  hiaasid,  kiliaab.  Further 
in  the  reading  tradition,  Dani  (49)  describes  Abu  Amr  and  fcsah i s rea  ing  o 
the  imala  of  the  -aa  in  kaafiriyn  (=  kiefiriyn)  as  finalizing ...  t e[a  o e 
]’  (wa  Pamaala  Abu  SAmr  wa  al-Kisaa?iy  Paydan  fiy  riwaayat  al-Duwny  fatfiat 
al-kaaf  min  ‘al-kaafiriyn’  ’).  On  a component^  reading  of  this  statement, 

-aa  = alif  is  stable,  whereas  the  short  vowel  /a/(fatha)  which  comes  before  the 


; i:-„  Tot-inn  ‘imalize’ 


2 Similarly  in  the  hand-written  manuscripts  described  by  Griinert  (1875:  4*8),  a kasra  is  usually 
placed  before  the  alif. 
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this  gives  the  form  kiafiriyn.  This  Ming  diphthong  is  basically  the  phonetic 
shape  assumed  here  for  Sibawaih’s  imala  value.4 

aJ“lth,erTru’ 3S  Wffl  bC  SCen’  emPhatic  and  guttural  consonants  such  as  Iql 
are  mala  inhibitors.  They  favor  the  maintenance  of /aa / as  /aa/. 

(2)  qaaSid  ‘standing’ 

whereat  the^  te”11jnology  is  often  referred  to  as  a kasra  = lit  quality, 

kno^l  v tt  f °,  T 15  rCferred  t0  35  3 na?b  = quality-5  As  is  well 
rule  verbs  with  l gutturd  U °r  impakct  Verbs’  S°  that  3S  3 

rather  than  /;/  ^ ^ at  C2  or  C3  will  tend  to  have  /a/, 

her  than  /1/  or  /u/  as  stem  vowel  (Sibawaih  II:  270,  Ch.  470).  In  both 

The  imm.ria  ®'“,Ural*  "”4  to  ft,or  a l(>w,  [a]  -quality  in  the  Mowing  vowel.* 
co„»3T  r'  ' Ph°ne,iC  ““Pt'Wiot  is  that  for  imala  the  gut.und 
nl  of ZT  I “0“  mhibi,i”8  ,he  Ush-fMng  diphthong  at  the  begin- 

££££“* “* diphJ*  - -5- 

WOUld  hav'  imala  “ ■ '»»  rising  diphthong, 
StTr^-  ,hiS  is  tha,  this  gives  a value 

To!  re  d V diph,l’°n«  W.  as  in  bay,  ' house’,  and 

To  the  contrary  h attention  to  any  similarity  between  the  two  sounds. 
imala  ZlZ^ZTT  7^  ^ P^one.ic  character  of 

discusses  the  case  of  cemi^tabWh]  d'SCUS!‘°"  °f  SibaWi"1; 
who  change  a final  long  W to  /ly/  ; ‘ ^SSL  ^ “*  “““ ” 

(3)  tiublaa  — > hublay 
pregnant'  (II:  3i4.  8) 

not  include  it  in  thT  category8  'r  ^ nSU18  diphthon8>  but  Sibawaih  does 
the  category  of  ,mala.  Were  the  imala  similar  to  /ay/,  one 


~ - /•  me  iNortii  Frisian  v w r ’ uus 

dose  to  what  is  proposed  here  as  the  origiL  ^ T Change  - 1“1  («Wd.  126, 135)  is,  alone,  very 
general  no  chain  is  involved  in  imala,  it  a V*nant  of  /«/•  In  the  Arabic  case,  however,  in 

for  instance  ay  - ee,  summarized  in  various  Var,ant-  There  are  other  vowel  shifts  attested, 

operate  independently  of  imala.  A details  A'  ■ 1<>nS  10  ^ ^ow>  though  this  appears  largely  to 
this  chapter.  deta.led  d.scussion  would  take  one  outside  lhe  immeTate  subject  of 

This  terminology  recalls  th*»  k 

35  a phonetic  designation  for  [ai  (see  eg- 

inhibitors.  There  are  dialects,  however,  elwtlw  ^ *“  Stt>aWaihi  ^ « "ot  among  the  imala 

, w ere  [S]  Is  an  imala  inhibitor. 
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might  have  expected  here  mention  of  similarity.  In  fact,  in  this  case  there  is  a 
minimal  contrast  with  the  alternative 

(4)  tiublaa  — > hublie  (287. 18). 

Example  (4)  is  an  alternative  imala  realization  of  the  final  -aa  of  hublaa,  and 
is  discussed  among  the  various  issues  in  the  chapters  on  imala.  There  are, 
therefore,  two  realizations  for  the  final  - aa,  practiced,  it  appears,  by  different 
groups.  The  crucial  point  is  that  the  imala  realization  has  to  be  distinguished 
from  a different  realization,  a difference  which  can  be  interpreted  as  [ie] 
(imala)  vs.  [ay]  (Qaysi  realization). 

In  this  regard,  as  will  be  seen  below  in  sect.  7.2,  dialects  with  imala  tend  to 
preserve  the  diphthong  ay.  This  supports  the  contention  that  the  direction  of 
tongue  movement  in  the  two  cases  is  quite  different,  different  articulatory 
movements  being  involved. 

Where  modem  dialects  do  not  have  a monophthongal  reflex  of  imala,  the 
realization  is  always  a high  falling  diphthong.  In  eastern  Libyan  Arabic  (ELA), 
for  instance  the  phonetic  value  of  imala  is  [ie]  and  in  Maltese  variously  [ie], 
[eg],  etc.,  always  higher  to  lower.  I take  the  ELA  value  to  be  close  to  the 
interpretation  of  Sibawaih’s  description,  a point  which  will  be  expanded  upon 
in  sect.  7.2.2  below,  and  therefore  use  [ie]  as  the  canonical  imala  value. 

As  a final  phonetic  remark,  in  the  Koranic  reading  tradition  (though  not  in 
Sibawaih)  certain  readers  or  certain  readings  of  imala  are  sometimes  referred 
to  as  ‘in  between’  ( bayna  bayna).7  This  is  said  to  be  a value  between  [a]  and  [1] 
(Ibn  Mujahid,  145),  though  unfortunately  it  is  not  specified  more  closely. 

I return  to  this  terminology  in  sect.  7.3.3  below. 

Turning  now  to  distributional  matters,  while  I concentrate  in  the  rest  of 
this  section  on  issues  of  phonological  distribution,  it  is  ultimately  impossible 
to  separate  the  linguistic  treatment  from  dialectological  and  sociolectal  vari- 
ation, as  will  be  seen. 

In  Sibawaih  imala  is  basically  an  allomorph  of  aa.  Imala  does  not  affect  a 
long  aa  when  /a/  or  lul  rather  than  N occurs  in  the  context,  hence  not  in 
taabal  ‘coriander’  or  in  Paajur  ‘baked  brick’.  It  is  also  usually  prevented  from 
occurring  in  the  context  of  the  so-called  ‘raised’  consonants f^musta 
Ulya),  which  include  the  emphatics  and  gutturals,  q,  x,  r,  d.dt  or  j.  ( • - 

480).  In  addition,  /r/  may  act  as  a imala- inhibitor  as  well  (II:  Ch.  4»i),  a 
context  which  I return  to  in  sect.  7-U3  below.  Another  way  of  looking  at  the 
phenomenon  is  to  say  that  /aa/  finalizes  unless  prevented  from  doing  so  by 
one  of  the  inhibiting  consonants  (Cantineau  i960:  9^7,  Comente  i977-  “)• 

V The  reading  tradition  also  has  degrees  of  imala  where  some  ^ .s  stronger  than  others  (see  Ch. 
5 n.  16). 
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Levin  (1998:  77-80)  summarizes  the  context  of  Sibawaih’s  imala  in  three 
mam  categories  (C  = category). 

In  the  context  of  an  [i],  as  in  (1).  This  may  be  termed  allophonic  imala. 
2'  Lexicfy  conditioned:  when  a weak  medial  verb  has  an  [i]  in  the 
^ese  verbs  imala  can  occur  even  in  the  context  of  an 
inhibiting  consonant,  as  in  xief ‘he  feared’  (cf.  xif-tu  ‘I  feared’,  for  the  [i] 

“ t7^paradlgm)-  0ther  verbs  cited  here  include  taab  ‘be  good’  and 
haab  ‘fear’  (II:  281. 13).  ° 

3 nouns>  so  long  as  no  inhibiting  consonant  occurs,  as  in 

bteb  door , tiies  ‘people’. 

1TJ3  kc  noted,  is  Levin  s observation,  correct  I should  add.  Sibawaih 

below  it  tT"?  ,CSe  as  excePtional  (JaadS),  a point  taken  up  in  sect.  7.3.3 
types  of  Sh°,U  d,a  SO  be  born  in  mind  that  (Ci)  and  (C3)  serve  as  reference  to 
Tn  f/r  T are  3150  f0Und  in  modem  dialects.  discussed  in  sect.  7.2. 
both  lincnV  r S!;UatITJ1S  m0re  c°mplicated  than  represented  in  (Ci)— (C3), 

both  hnguisPcally  and  dialectaUy/idiolectally. 

wai^devotes^113^  S°Unds  have  ^osyncratic  effects,  in  particular  Irl.  Siba- 
Of  h/o^mlll A ,re  Puer  (48l>  3 1/2  pa8es  in  a]|)  to  describing  the  effect 
down  to  the  ess  V iS  3 great  deal  of  detail,  which  will  be  pared 

Arabic  (sect  7 2T1  Vh  3S  rf,CVant  t0  a later  comparison  with  eastern  Libyan 

££ SS£ obrr°; is  ^ « is  - 
■“  - « 6vor  As  -1  ,hae 

(5)  himier-i-k  ‘donkey-GEN-your.M’  (II:  290.  5) 


(6)  firaaf-i  ‘bedding.GEN’ 
raafid  ‘directing’  (IE  289.  2o) 

equivalent  to  Maalil  n]  ^i*  mterestin8  that  Sibawaih  considers  this  to  be 
part  Of  th  rn^  ^ ^ the  conceived  of  as 

Though  less  com?  f POint  “ Sect-  7*.2  below, 
even  induce  imala  afte^VgiTttunl  So??*“'abetting  ^ °f  PK'T 

(7)  qierib  ‘nearing’ 

tierid  ‘chasing’  (II;  290.  6) 

051  M ^ abett°r  “ ^ trea,Cd  in  the  Q-W^t  tradition  (Ibn  Mujahid,  t47, 
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The  /aa/  need  not  immediately  precede  the  III,  as  in 

(8)  kiefir  ‘unbeliever’. 

With  an  initial  guttural  sound,  however,  the  III  generally  must  come  im- 
mediately after  the  /aa/,  though  even  here  imala  is  attested  among  some 
speakers. 

(9)  qaadir  ‘able’  more  often  than  qiedir  (II:  291. 12) 

In  terms  of  frequency  of  imalization,  and  leaving  off  further  details,  Sibawaih 
gives  the  following  hierarchy  of  imala  in  the  context  of  hi. 

(10)  Given  an  imala-inducing  environment: 
raa,  ier  > G ier  > GaaCir 

G = guttural  consonant 

Imala  does  not  occur  after  hi,  does  occur  before  it,  can  occur  even  after  a 
guttural  consonant,  and  generally  does  not  occur  after  a guttural  if  the  hi  is 
not  adjacent  to  /aa/. 

Besides  (C2)  above,  describing  word-final  imala,  Sibawaih  notes  that  there 
is  a tendency  for  a final  /aa/  to  imalize,  even  if  the  stem  has  no  HI  or  lyl  in  it,  as 
in  daiie  ‘he  called’  < daiawa  and  Safie  ‘show  dim-sightedness’  < Safaw.  He 
notes  that  such  /w/  final  nouns  and  verbs  undergo  imala  because  the  vast 
majority  of  weak  final  verbs  have  lyl  rather  than  /w/  (II:  280. 10)  and  because 
there  are  forms,  the  passive  of  verbs,  where  even  /w/  -final  verbs  have  a lyl  in 
the  paradigm  ( duSiya  ‘he  was  called’).  Further  complications  are  discussed 
below. 

Furthermore,  the  three  categories  identified  by  Levin  are  not  necessarily 
mutually  exclusive.  This  can  be  exemplifed  in  Sibawaih’s  discussion  of  the 
imala  of  weak-medial  nouns  (II:  282).  It  should  be  emphasized  that  the 
following  discussion  is  representative  of  a number  of  different  cases,  all  of 
which  display  a great  deal  of  internal  variation. 

Sibawaih  notes  that  some  speakers  imalize  /aa  /in  III  contexts,  as  m (11). 
Anticipating  sect.  7.1.2,  in  the  following  it  is  relevant  to  introduce  briefly  the 
groups  whom  Sibawaih  associated  with  some  of  the  imala  variants.  The 
designation  ‘group’  identifies  the  people  who  Sibawaih  says  use  the  vanant 

in  question. 

(11)  bi-l-miel-i 
with-the-wealth-GEN 

group:  qaaluw  ‘they  (unspecified  people)  said  (II:  282. 11) 
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pataWaS™*  “ “rr“P°nd  '°  (°  ^ “ ha  •>* 

(12)  bi-l-maal 

‘with  the  wealth’ 

fm02fnminKUm  man JadW 5aalika  A 1-waqf Salaa  haalihi  [i.e.  in 

1 wanf  m™  seCaT"  ° ^en*dvC  context)  wa  minhum  man  yansibu  fiy 

Dosihoi  * I2'  U ’ am°nS  1116111  are  those  who  leave  the  form” in  pausal 

circumst  S 1 >7"  “ntext’  and  those  who  leave  it  as  /aa/  in  all 
circumstances  (see  (13)  below) 

where  lacking  the  conditioning  force  of  lil  the  /aa/  1 • • t 

non -imala  state.  8 ’ ™ ' of  maal  remams  m lts 

KedSSS  8°eS  °n  “ nOK  that  ■he"  m *<«  (minhum  man, 

occur,  in  the  context  'h'  C°"d'llo"in8  S“'tlV‘'  does  not 

(13)  bi-l-miel 
group:  as  in  (12) 

observation  (see^Owens^iooO^  f°r  to  helP  understand  a given 

imalizing  force.  He  cites  a 5 U^gests  that  the  deleted  -i  suffix  still  has 
final  participles,  such  as  S 3 the  3Ctive  ParticiPle  variant  of  weak- 

(14)  miefiy  ~ mief  ~ maa j 
‘walking’. 

variant  without  th^ final^w^11^  l°  US  <USUa1’  Variant  or  maafiy* 

eVenfthOUgh  the.  “ imah  " 
same  group  of  Sibawaih  « Really  talking  about  the 

then  there  are  among  these  sne  h ^ u n0t  exPbcidy  spelled  out.  If  this  is  so, 
who  have  the  usage  (C2)  and  (C^  7°^  Wh°  COnform  to  (Cl)>  ie-  speakers 

conform  to  (Ci),  and  to  yet  another^  ^ ^ “ Sibawaih’s  description, 

, g°ry,  namely: 

in  (13).  n0n  mah  context>  on  the  basis  of  a lexicalized  genitive,  as 
(II:  ch.  479,  285)  he  notef.  the^Ir^  ^ 3 hter  ChaptCr 
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(15)  haadaa  mielun 

‘This  is  wealth’  (II:  285. 11) 

group:  wa  qaala  naas  yuwQaq  bi-Sarabiyyatihim  ‘people  whose  Arabic  is 

reliable’ 

This  is  an  unconditioned  imala,  as  indeed  Sibawaih  notes,  since  maal  comes 
from  the  stem  mwl,  with  /w/  rather  than  lyl  as  medial  consonant,  and  the 
context  does  not  have  an-i  suffix.  Sibawaih  explains  this  case  as  he  does  daSie 
discussed  above:  lyl  tends  to  predominate  over  /w/  as  a stem  consonant,  and 
forms  associated  with  lyl  stems  spread  analogically  to  other  classes. 

In  Levin’s  classification  this  is  a case  of  (C3).  The  interpretive  problem, 
however,  is  whether  (11),  (13),  and  (14)  are  in  fact  separate  cases.  While  (15)  is 
treated  in  a separate  chapter  from  (13),  the  groups  using  the  variants  are 
identified  so  vaguely  that  one  cannot  say  with  certainty  how  many  sociolin- 
guistic  groups  one  is  dealing  with.  This  problem  is  discussed  in  greater  detail 
below.  Linguistically,  one  can  represent  the  three  cases  on  a cline  of  values, 
moving  from  most  imala  to  least  imala : 

(16)  a.  haadaa  mielun  ( imala  in  all  cases) 

b.  bi-l-miel-i,  bi-l-miel,  maal-un  ( imala  in  non-pausal  and  pausal  genitive 
context,  not  with  nominative  suffix) 

c.  bi-l-miel-i  vs.  bi-l-maal  (imala  before  surface  -i,  otherwise  /aa/). 

d.  bi-l-maal-i  (never  imala ) 

(16)  looks  very  like  a change-in-progress  type  hierarchy,  with  imala  general- 
izing from  a conditioned  (16c)  to  a non-conditioned  (16a)  variant  of  an 
original  /aa/.  Unfortunately,  one  can  do  no  more  than  speculate  that  this 
was  the  situation  Sibawaih  was  observing,  as  precise  data  is  lacking.  While  one 
can  extrapolate  a very  neat  hierarchy  out  of  Sibawaih  s various  descriptions, 
one  should  not  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  Sibawaih’s  goal  was  to  make  order 
out  of  chaos,  and  one  can  construct  a case  for  Sibawaih  idealizing  his 
grammatical  rules  at  the  expense  of  ignoring  alternative  explanations. 

I would  like  to  follow  up  this  point  with  two  further  examples.  First, 
Sibawaih  notes  that  some  Arabs  imalize  miet  < maata  ‘he  died’.  Ordinarily, 
according  to  (C2)  above  this  lexeme  should  not  imalize,  since  maata  has  a 
lexical  M as  its  medial  consonant  (cf.  mawt,  ‘death’).  Sibawaih  rationalizes 
this  by  noting  that  those  Arabs  who  do  imalize  miet  also  say  mit-tu  ‘I  died  in 
the  perfect,  i.e.  do  have  an  /i / in  the  overall  paradigm  (wa  hum  allaS.yna 
yaquwluwna  ‘mittu’).  While  there  are  modem  dialects  with  lil  as  the  perfect 
vowel  (Nigerian  Arabic  mit),  most  have  Ini  ( muttu)  and  this  is  the  usual  form 
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in  Classical  Arabic.9  Of  course,  Sibawaih’s  linkage  (see  below),  i.e.  all  who 
imalize  actually  have  HI  as  the  perfect  vowel,  may  be  correct.  On  the  other 
hand,  given  the  variation  described  below,  it  is  equally  plausible  that  Sibawaih 
is  idealizing  his  grammatical  rule  to  the  case  of  a verb  which  in  fact  should  not 
have  imala,  i.e.  some  Arabs  do  indeed  say  miet,  but  these  could  be  those  who 
say  mut-tu.  Given  the  information  at  our  disposal,  it  could  equally  be  that  the 
finalization  of  miet  is  of  the  same  category  of  the  unconditioned  imala  of  bieb, 
iscussed  below.  Sibawaih  interprets  the  matter  in  another  way,  however, 
since  he,  like  any  good  linguist,  is  above  all  concerned  to  explain  as  many 
variants  as  possible  according  to  a general  rule. 

A similar  point  pertains  to  Sibawaih’s  observation  that  maal  is  sensitive  to 
t e in  uence  of  an  HI  in  a preceding  word.  He  notes  that  those  who  use  maal 
in  pausal  context  (=  (13)  above) 

(17)  bi-l-maal 

can  imalize  when  an  /i/  occurs  in  a preceding  word, 

(18)  li-zayd-iti  miel 
to-Zayd-GEN  wealth 
‘Zayd  has  money’. 

Again  this  may  be  the  actual  situation.  But  it  is  equally  possible  that  Sibawaih 

Sihaw  3 speaker  who  a,ways  uses  imala  in  this  word  (as  in  (15))- 

e™’  kowfver>  ascribes  to  him  the  conditioned  imala,  since  this  is 
explicable  by  phonological  rule. 

vat^™*  1 am  introducing  here  is  that  while  Sibawaih’s  obser- 
individuals 6 ^ C°^ent  as  ^ar  as  they  pertained  to  the  usage  of  certain 

lintuistdid  a/fWCaSeu8r0UpS  0flndlviduals,  Sibawaih,  unlike  present-day 
as  a general  0^°  jS  d*SpoSid  mod<ds  for  describing  language  variation 

no  wav  of  f °JJP'based  phenomen°n,  nor  did  he  develop  them.10  There  is 
extent  thoueh  t°  T I™  descnPtions  who  uses  which  variants  to  what 

speech  community  (seTseay^  beT  aCrOSS  aU  se§mentS  °fthC 

summary  of  wha[  forms  did  n ^ w ' F°r  ^ rCaS°n  (l6)  is  an  interestinf 
inferences  about  Ho  ccur’  ^ut  cannot  be  used  to  draw  detailed 

What  one  can  say  iTthat  W3S  deveIoPing  in  the  late  eighth  century, 

plethora  of  conditioning  fartors^  3 ^ wideSpread  Phenomenon  with  a 


9 In  the  Lisaan  al-SArab  In-  oil  tk- • 

In  contrast,  in  a certain  manner,  mthToT^P  “ 8?’ taSed  °n  Sibawaih- 

made  an  exhaustive  listing  of  variant*,,  A Y'raa'aat’ ttle  Koranic  reading  tradition  which  at  least 

g vanants  ordered  against  various  readers  and  cLins  of  transmission. 
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7.1.2.  Imala:  a variationist’s  dream 

How  confusing  the  situation  was  is  attested  directly  by  Sibawaih. 

Know  that  not  everyone  who  imalizes  the  /aa/  agrees  with  others  of  the  Arabs  who  do 
so.  Rather,  each  one  of  the  two  groups  might  differ  from  the  other,  in  that  one  might 
use  /aa/  [in  a word?]  where  his  neighbor  imalizes,  while  he  will  imalize  where  his 
neighbor  uses  /aa/.  Similarly,  someone  who  [basically?]  has  /aa/  will  differ  from 
another  who  [basically?]  has  /aa/,  in  a way  similar  to  those  who  [basically?]  use 
imala.  So  if  you  should  encounter  an  Arab  with  such  forms,  don’t  assume  that  he  is 
simply  mixing  up  forms.  Rather,  that  is  how  the  matter  stands.  (II:  284. 1)11 

Sibawaih’s  style  is  obscure  in  certain  respects  here  (as  often  elsewhere)  and 
I have  edited  in  words  (marked  with  a question  mark)  to  facilitate  an  under- 
standing of  the  text.  In  any  case,  his  observation  is  fully  consistent  with  the  data 
as  it  is  presented.  To  give  some  quick  examples  here,  regarding  (Ci),  he  says  that 
many  Tamim  and  others  do  not  use  it  at  all  (281. 4).  Previously  he  had  said  that 
none  of  the  Hijaz  use  it,  so  it  may  be  surmised  that  (Ci)  is  a non-Hijazi 
application,  though  variable.  (C2)  on  the  other  hand,  is  used  by  ‘some  of  the 
Hijaz’  (281.  12).  biyyieS  ‘seller’  may  be  imalized,  but  many  Hijazi,  as  well  as 
many  Arabs  do  not  apply  the  imalato  it  (281. 21).  In  general  Sibawaih  notes  that 
nies  ‘people’  and  miel  ‘wealth’  (see  (13)  above)  may  imalize,  but  that  this  is  to  be 
regarded  as  exceptional  and  most  Arabs  do  not  imalize  these  words  (ch.  479). 

What  characterizes  this  topic,  more  than  perhaps  any  other  in  the  Kitaab, 
however,  is  the  extent  to  which  Sibawaih  points  to  linkages  between  different 
groups.  This  was  met  in  the  discussion  of  miet  ~ mit  above.  A typical 
formulation  is  to  observe  that  those  speakers  who  say  form  x,  also  use  y;  in 
the  above  example,  those  who  use  /i/in  the  perfect  also  use  imala  in  the  third 
person  form  of  the  weak  medial  verb. 

All  in  all,  the  discussion  of  imala  is  marked  by  Sibawaih’s  frequent  reference 
to  various  groups  of  speakers,  or  to  individual  experts.  These  can  be  termed 
social  identities’.  What  one  traditionally  terms  dialects,  as  illustrated  in  a 
previous  paragraph,  in  fact  represent  only  a small  minority  of  all  such  group- 
based  references.  Individual  grammarians  figure  hardly  at  all,  and  the  Koranic 
readers  are  not  well  represented.12  By  far  the  largest  groups  are  the  bedouins 

“ In  the  light  of  this  passage,  which  Fleisch  himself  cites,  Fleisch's  statement  is  incomprehensible: 
‘In  the  writer's  opinion,  in  addition  to  a conditioned  imala,  there  exists  an  unconditioned  , main  which 
is  widely  used,  which  Arab  grammarians  have  not  recognized  as  such  and  have  forced  into  the 
framework  of  the  first,  without,  however,  leavmg  us  the  means  to  discriminate  precisely  between  the 
two’  (Fleisch  1961:  1162).  Besides  the  passage  quoted,  Sibawaih's  category  of  Jaadd  (exceptional)  to 
describe  the  imala  of  nies  'people'  takes  cognizance  precisely  of  the  s.tuat.on  Fleisch  summaries. 

12  Examples  of  (C2)  are  also  found  in  the  reading  tradition.  Sibawaih  does  note  that  the  Koranic 
readers  (unnamed  Saamma)  use  imala  in  verbs  where  the  medial  consonant  ,s  /y/,  as  in  xaaf  (II:  281, 
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(SArab),  and  the  grammar-internal  groups  marked  by  linkages.  In  all  I have 
counted  fifty  references  to  groups  of  speakers  who  are  referred  to  with  an 
independent  noun  or  pronoun.  The  figures  are  presented  in  Table  7.1.  Plural 
verb  forms  alone,  such  as  qaal-uw  ‘they  said’,  often  referring  to  bedouins,  are 
not  counted.  With  the  table  I include  an  index,  formed  of  the  total  social 
identities  divided  by  the  pages  per  topic. 

By  way  of  comparison,  I also  counted  references  to  social  identities  in  the 
c apters  on  noun  modifiers  which  themselves  govern  a complement  ( marartu 
bt  rajulin  muxaalitin  Salayhi  daaPun  ‘I  passed  a man  afflicted  with  an  illness’, 
see  Jirter  1972).  This  is  a topic  which  covers  twelve  pages  and  hence  is 
r°^?  ^ comparable  in  length  to  the  fifteen  pages  in  which  imala  is  discussed, 
ere  are  two  striking  differences  between  the  social  identities  found  in  the 
topics,  one  quantitative,  the  other  qualitative.  For  present  purposes  the 
is  t e more  important,  though  I will  first  comment  briefly  on  the  second, 
ectmn  on  noun  modifiers  deals  with  syntactic  matters,  which  in  Siba- 
en  subject  to  analogical  reasoning.  In  these  particular  chapters  he 


Tablet^  Social  identities  in  the  chapters  on  imala , Sibawaih  II:  279-94 

Observations 


Entities 


? Ahl  al-hijaz 
Tamim 
? Asad 
Qays 

ATSaamma  = (consensus)  of  Koranic  readers 

Abu  ? Ishaaq* 

Bedouins,  (al-SArab) 

Those  of  reliable  Arabic 

Xv“k: 

People  (qawm) 

Some  of  them  (baSduhum) 

These  (haPulaa?) 

The  two  groups 
Total:  15 
Index 


3 

2 

1 

1 

2 
1 
1 

10 

3 
14 

1 

4 
4 

2 
1 

5° 

3-3 


become  (Kitaab  II:  281).  '°r  n^735).  He  is  reported  to  have  heard  xiefa  ‘fear’  as  siera 


than  the  number  Sibawaih  attributes  , ^one  °Ilbe  seven)  used  imala  in  ten  verbs,  1 

medial  consonant  must  be  lyl.  ° rea  ers'  8k  these  follow  Sibawaih’s  rule  whereb] 


Table  7.2.  Social  identities,  noun  modifiers  (Sibawaih  1: 195-207) 


Entities 

Observations 

Bedouins 

11 

Xalil 

7 

Yunus 

3 

Grammarians  (nahwiyyuwn) 

2 

Slysaa 

1 

Common  language  ( kalaam  al-naas) 

1 

Those  who  say  x (linkages) 

3 

Total:  7 

28 

Index 

4 

takes  issue  with  a number  of  other  opinions  on  various  constructions,  and 
therefore  almost  half  the  social  identities  cited  are  grammarians  (see  Talmon 
2003:  48,  57).  There  appears  to  be  a lower  need  to  cite  native  speakers,  since 
here  matters  of  correctness  are  decided  by  grammatical  rules.  Clearly,  it  is  a 
question  of  general  import  beyond  the  scope  of  this  chapter,  what  the  relation 
is  between  social  identities  and  individual  grammatical  topics. 

In  the  discussion  of  imala,  on  the  other  hand,  Sibawaih  is  confronted  with 
various  usages  by  native  speakers,  which  he  appears  to  record  faithfully,  even 
if,  as  suggested  above,  he  probably  idealizes  the  homogeneity  of  the  forms  in 
regards  to  individual  speakers  or  groups  of  speakers.  As  far  as  the  realization 
of  phonological  forms  goes,  he  cannot  reject  them  on  the  basis  of  false 
grammatical  reasoning.  At  best,  and  this  is  to  his  enduring  empirical  credit, 
he  can  note  them  as  exceptional  (faadd). 

As  far  as  the  actual  count  goes,  there  are  both  a larger  number  of  social 
identities  and  observations  for  imala,  overproportional  to  the  number  of  pages 
in  the  two  topics  (fifteen  for  imala,  twelve  for  modifiers).  The  lower  index  for 
imala  indicates  that  Sibawaih  was  noting  linguistic  variation  on  a finer  scale  for 
imala  than  for  the  nominal  modifiers  in  that  he  invoked  a larger  number  of 
entities  to  account  for  a larger  number  of  observations.  The  high  number  of 
linkages  indicates  a complex  web  of  phonological  dependency,  at  least  m 
Sibawaih’s  way  of  thinking,  and  it  is  probably  this  phonological  complexity 
which  underlines  Sibawaih’s  invocation  of  many  grouping  categories. 

7.1.3.  Imala  of  short  lal 

Before  leaving  Sibawaih  and  turning  to  the  situation  m the  modern  dialects,  it 
is  necessary  to  consider  the  last  chapter  of  the  section  on  imala,  which  deals, 
inter  alia,  with  imala  of  short  /a/  (II:  293.  ch.  482).  The  general  theme  of  the 
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chapter  concerns  the  imala  of  an  /aa/  or  /a/  before  an  /r/.  An  /r/  has  an  imaliz- 
mg  effect  on  a preceding  /aa/  or  /a/.  Rather  than  min  matar-in,  for  instance, 
one  has  matier-in.  The  diphthong,  however,  is  not  indicated  as  long.13 

Among  the  forms  cited  are  xieyr  < xayr  ‘better’  and  ‘iieyr  < <iayr  ‘insult’.  As 
w’  be  seen  in  sect.  3.2  below,  the  phonetic  interpretation  of  this  form  is 
important,  so  it  is  relevant  to  look  at  Sibawaih’s  description  in  greater  detail. 
He  adds  in  relation  to  these  two  examples: 

(Q  2)  ‘and  you  don’t  sniff  them,  because  otherwise  it  would  disappear  in  the 
lyl  [of  xayr] , just  as  an  /i/  does  ( fa-lam  tujmim  liPannahaa  taxfaa  maSa  1- 
yaa?  kamaa  Panna  al-kasra  fiy  l-yaa?  Paxfaa). 

is  phonetic  description  is  somewhat  difficult  for  the  use  of  two  technical 
Crn?S'  afamma  give  the  phonetic  coloring  to,  lit.  smell,  sniff’,  is  generally 

m orm  IV,  with  the  verbal  noun  Pifmaam.  Paxfaa  is  ‘hide’.  Discussion  of 
each  is  necessary. 

ehr  (i974-  485)  gives  as  a translation  of  Pif  maam  the  pronunciation  of  a 
j- .n  Wlt  3 trai“e  °f  [i|-  Th's  1S  only  a partial  translation.  In  Sibawaih,  two 
distinct  usages  of  Pifmaam  are  discernible.  In  the  first,  Sibawaih  discusses 

a|i  °f8  Wit1hJ'ther  Pausal  phenomena  in  chapter  494  (II:  307).  In 

termed  V/^  °Ur  lfferent  ways  to  effect  a pausal  form.  One  of  these  is 
as  a vnirel  maam'  noted  in  sect.  1.6.3,  it  appears  that  Pifmaam  is  realized 
Sibawaih  CSS”eSS  ° nominative  Ini.  This  can  be  seen  in  two  places.  First, 
accusative  fTT*  * ^ °CCurs  onl>' in  the  nominative,  not  genitive  or 

context  as  r 309  a-'  11115  mleS  °Ut  an  interpretation  of  Pifmaam  in  this 
which  wonld^  r<tin  ^ ,*S  already  a round  vowel,  and  the  case  ending 
genitive  TV  "h  6300  erwise  unrounded  vowel  into  a rounded  vowel  is  the 
explain!  ’ 7^’  ^ ?i^maam-  Second,  Sibawaih  very  carefiilly 

only  a risibk  not  “ 
recognize  it  '/maam  before  a blind  person  he  would  not 

the  diVmiifm'lT15  ^ 7®””  Is  med  to  describe  lip  rounding.  This  occurs  in 
■he  discussion  of  passmrarion,  for  imtance  ^ 

(19)  Purzuya  < PuYziya 

‘it  was  attacked’,  447.  6 (also  II:  28o.  10,  II:  398.  4) 

13  One  hundred  and  thirty  years  after  c:u  ■■  - 
simply  as  imala  of  short  /a/  ( fathat  al-?'  > Sarraj  (III:  169)  summarizes  this  type  of  imala 

conditioning  context.  In  general  later  W a^~^asra>  M title),  without  specifying  the  /r/ 

ment  of  imala  in  a concise  fashion  but  aHH«<  an^s  systematized  and  summarized  Sibawaih’s  treat- 
this  on  the  basis  of  a comparison  between  9,1,"°  u> 8 DeW  35  ^ 45  its  w°rkings  go.  In  App.  3>  I sh°w 

Sibawuh  s treatment  of  imala  and  that  of  Zamaxshari. 
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where  Sibawaih  suggests  that  the  lip  rounding  of  the  vowel  before  lyl,  which 
in  the  passive  model  should  be  [i],  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  stem  xazaa/ 
yarzuw  is  originally  a /w/  final  verb.  This  has  to  be  seen  as  a different  usage 
from  the  first,  as  the  vowel  is  in  non-pausal  position. 

In  passing  it  can  be  noted  that  Pi f maam  is  also  used  elsewhere  in  the  larger 
Arabic  grammatical  tradition.  In  Ibn  Mujahid  (105),  for  instance,  the  quality 
of  the  the  Is/  in  siraat  ‘way’  (Q  1.5)  is  discussed  in  which  four  variants  are 
noted,  [s,  s,  z,  Pi f maam] . The  first  three  are  values  represented  in  the  normal 
Arabic  script.  The  last  is  said  to  be  a value  between  s and  z. 

The  term  Pi f maam  is  used  to  designate  a medial  value,  this  usage  derivable 
from  its  original  etymology.  A sound  has  the  scent  of  something  else,  without 
being  that. 

Turning  to  the  second  term,  Sibawaih  uses  the  stem  Paxfaa  ‘be  hidden’  in 
various  forms,  adjectival  xafiyy  ‘hidden’,  xafaaP  ‘hiddenness’,  Paxfaa  more 
hidden’,  etc.  (see  Troupeau  1976:  84).  It  has  a complex  of  meanings,  in  a 
phonological  sense  related  to  the  idea  that  some  sounds  are  inherently 
less  perceptible  or  less  salient  than  others.  These  are  in  particular  /aa/,  liyl, 
/uw/,  Ihl,  and  Ini.  Additionally,  Paxfaa  describes  a process  whereby  a sound 
may  (1)  not  appear,  as  when  an  underlying  HI  does  not  appear  between  two  ys, 
as  in  Pahiyya  < Pahyiya  ‘she  camel’s  private  parts  (pi.  of  hayyaaP,  II:  431.  9, 
Lisaan  14:  219),  (2)  have  a moric  value,  but  not  necessarily  a vocalic  realizatio 
n,14  as  in  tatanaajaw  ‘you  speak  together  secretly’  (II:  457- 10)> an  alternative  to 
ttanaajaw,  and  (3)  assimilate  to  another,  as  when  an  Ini  is  said  to  assimilate  to 
oral  consonants  (II:  464.  24).  In  the  last  case,  it  appears  that  xafaaP  is  an  al 
ternative  to  Pidxaam  ‘assimilation’  when  the  assimilated  consonant  has  the 
property  of  xafaaP. 

Having  briefly  considered  Sibawaih’s  technical  terminology,  I return  to  the 
interpretation  of  bi-xieyr  in  (Q  2)  above.  The  term  Pifmaam  remains  prob- 
lematic. It  could  be  that  Sibawaih  is  saying  that  the  imalized  short  /a/,  here 
given  the  phonetic  interpretation  [ie],  does  not  have  a rounded  vowel  (lam 
yujmam),  i.e.  not  bi-xueyr.  What  would  remain  unexplained,  however,  is  why 
Pifmaam  in  the  sense  of  Up  rounding  would  be  mentioned  in  this  context  at 
all,  since  Pifmaam  in  this  sense  usually  occurs  only  when  an  [u]  or  a /w/  is 
somewhere  in  the  paradigm,  to  induce  the  rounding,  as  in  (19)-  In  any  case, 
should  an  Pifmaam  quality  be  contemplated  here,  it  cannot  occur  because  the 


“ In  this  context,  the  property  of  taxfiyya  is  qualified  with  ‘with  the  weigh,  of  a short  vowel'  (W- 
zinat  l-mutaharrik),  i.e.  a vowel  is  'hidden',  bu,  i,  st.ll  has  metncal  we,ght. 
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possible  Whkh  3riSeS  fr°m  thC  imala  iS  S°  Cl°Se  t0  the  /y/  that  n°  Pifmaam  is 

d note  in  passing  that  if  this  interpretation  is  plausible,  it  would  be 
another  argument  for  the  [ie]  quality  of  imala  as  opposed  to  [ai]  or  [ei],  The 

, °l  . ^1Ve  3 8eminate  y,  xaiyr  = xayyr,  which  is  a value  Sibawaih 
nowhere  hints  at. 


7-2-  Imala  in  the  Modem  Dialects 

Todav  tb  t'0n'  * fUmmar*ze  tbe  re^exes  °f  imala  in  the  modern  dialects, 
eastern  T h separate  areas  with  reflexes  of  word-internal  imala, 

addition  ya’,  ’ and  the  qultu  dialects  of  Mesopotamian  Arabic.  In 
this  Was,  T attested  in  the  Arabic  of  Spain  (Andalusia),  and 

southern  Im  6 lTl “ thlS  summa,T-  °ne  further  related  reflex  from 
q alS°  bC  Summari^d  in  this  section. 

always  differ  nn  eXCS  *n  ad  ^our  locations  are  broadly  similar,  they 

°f  ocorrenc  andTphjS  “ SUmmarized  accordinS ,0  “ndi,ion! 

aPpw'!„brs;z  zr be  no,ed  which  b“ 

logical  origin  whenexamined^b°n|!C  "’’“t  '“'cal  ima,a  often  '“s  * Phon°- 

a comparable  context  in  a " 3 hlSt°ncaI  PersPective,  it  is  irregular  in  that 
imala  AUoohonic  Patadigmatically  related  word  will  not  display 

between  iml  anVW  r ? ?*  ^ hand  shows  a -gular  alternation 
indeed  will  be  met  widThT  fomiS’  ^ is  a classic  examPle  of  this,  and 

producT  b J • ^ow;  MThonic  ™“'“  has  b«” 

of  productivity  is  J c " H°We,er’  ,hCre  arS  V“  ^ 

largely  restricted  tr.  tb  n C>  Seen’  Mesopotamian  imala,  for  instance,  is 

-im.  ELA  imala,  on  tlJothel  hand  C°nditi°ning  element  of  the  Plural  su<fe 
inducing  imala.  d’ IS  unrestrictedly  allophonic,  any  suffix  -i 

sometimes  termed  tt'mal!^  of /aa/  which  I restrict  myself  to  here  is  also 
I prefer  not  to  use  this  te  ^ f 1S  *nduce<l  hy  an  underlying  or  overt  [i]. 
‘dogs’  (ELA)  is  somehow™111^087’  ^ * ™plies  that  the  imala  of,  say,  klieb 

This  mayor  ^ T”*  *>”■  - * - ^ 

sect.  7.3.2).  However,  the  two  can  K hlStoncaUy  ((Cl)  vs.  (C3)  above,  see 
nnless  an  inhibiting  factor  oc  l & S^sume(l  under  a common  rule  ( imalize 

phenomenon,  something  theTL^  , *enCe  Can  be  conceptualized  as  a single 
S me  i-imala  formulation  prohibits. 
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7.2.1.  Andalusia 

For  Spain,  Corriente  (1977:  22)  simply  formulates  imala  in  the  converse  way 
from  Sibawaih  (type  (Cl)).  Sibawaih  takes  the  non -imala  form  as  the  input, 
and  specifies  conditions  where  it  occurs.  Corriente  says  that  in  Andalusia  the 
unmarked  case  is  for  imala  to  occur,  ‘whenever  this  tendency  (imala)  was  not 
checked  by  inhibiting  factors’.  As  seen  above,  Sibawaih  was  describing  a 
speech  community  where  imala  and  non- imala  varieties  existed  side  by 
side.  In  Corriente’s  Andalusian  data,  apparently,  the  imala  variant  had  be- 
come so  widespread  that  it  was  easier  to  note  exceptions  than  to  give  rules  for 
imala.  For  the  inhibiting  factors  Corriente  refers  the  reader  to  Cantineaus 
summary  of  imala,  which  are  basically  those  of  (Cl)  above.  It  thus  appears 
that  Andalusian  Arabic  and  the  classical  description  are  similar. 

In  Spanish  Arabic  the  value  of  imala  is  generally  led,  though  /ii/  also 
occurs.  Both  varieties  are  attested  throughout  the  existence  of  Arabic  in 
Spain,  though  it  appears  that  the  /ii/  variant  became  more  common  in  later 
sources. 

(20)  yibede  ‘worship’  (<  Sibaada) 
moneeda  [almoneda]  ‘auction’ 

nils  ‘people’  (Ferrando,  p.c.,  citing  Pedro  de  Alcala,  early  fifteenth 
century,  < mas) 

kiin  ‘he  was’  (Corriente  1977:  24  n.  6,  < kaan) 

Corriente  (1977:  23  n.  3)  also  notes  examples  of  imala  occasionally  occurring 
in  inhibiting  contexts. 

(21)  ribeete  ‘strip’  < ribaata 
maqeem  ‘holy  place’  < maqaam 

As  far  as  the  diphthong  ay  goes,  it  is  generally  maintained  as  ay  m Spanish 
Arabic  (Corriente  1977:  29)- 

(22)  al-qasr-ayn 
‘the  two  castles’ 

7.2.2.  Eastern  Libyan  Arabic 

In  eastern  Libyan  Arabic  conditions  for  imala  are  very  like  those  in  (Ci) 
above.  Emphatic  consonants  and  an  /a/environment  prevent  1 mala.  Other- 
wise a long  /aa/  is  realized  as  [ie].15 

» In  Owens  (1984)  imala  in  Benghazi  Arabic  is  described  as  a palatalization  of  the  priding 
consonant,  followed  by  a low  front  vowel,  it i5yaa  near  im. 
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(23)  iCaa  or  aaCi  — ► le 

ditionff (l975:  ^ 3 deta’led  discussi°n  of  sometimes  singular  con- 

elZv  r and  large  k C3n  be  Said  that  Siting  «Le*s  « 

emphatics,  /x/  and  / iV  and  foUowing  /a/. 

(24)  No  change  /Wfc 

a.  taahS  ‘leaving’  mie/T going’ 

' ,,  ...  , misiejid  ‘mosques’ 

c.  atfaal-hm  their.F.  children 

d.  baal-kam  ‘look  out.MPL.’ 

e.  saamah  ‘he  forgave’ 

f.  mooz-aat  ‘banana-PL’ 


e saamatTh  ^ Z °Ut;MPL'  btel-ik  ‘look  out.FSG’  (Mitchell  1975: 56) 
e.  saamah  he  forgave’  siemih  <forgive!> 

t.  mooz-aat  ‘banana-PT’  , 

mooz-iet-ik  your.F  bananas’ 

(Owens  1980:  42) 

JuZadon  1SaUopho"lclnthat  the  occurrence  of  imala  is  conditioned  by  the 
(19T 7°  * T: 1 rZUdng  fr°nt  VOWd’  as  in  M and  (24f).  Mitchell 
tially  inhibiting  3 ^ aU°phony  1S  sensitive  to  the  status  both  of  a poten- 
front  vowel  EmnZ011311^  ^ t0  ^ morPhological  status  of  the  following 

ThJbehavior  ^ inh'bil 

parison  with  Siha  u>  a 'S  interestlng>  because  it  allows  a direct  com- 

Lg=r» 1 descrip,i°"  <■ — (« <»)).  «* 

and  imala  in  ELA  mav  h ’ 6 °Ur  main  condlti°ns  m Mitchell  regarding  Irl 

IV  is  in  ,h  z » r T7Td  'Z  does 

Before  ,Wa  ZZZ' ST' * “ “ * 

(25)  raami  ‘having  thrown’ 

provided  the  /i/is within  the  word^tem^3^'8  termS’  * “ ^ 

(26)  did  'take  care  of)’  (<  daari) 

A word-final  post-aa  /,/  is  an  imak  inhibitor 

(27)  uhmaar  ‘donkey’ 
daar  ‘house’ 

Mitchell  gives  the  furth#» 

Thf  Syl^‘Tin the verb is lais^ toXta' M op^, tan,? *Z him  < 5aamah  + ■ ih where the /a/of the 
imall m lnduces  im“k  in  the  lone  /aa/  Th*  Jr  ^ fegular  Phon°logical  rule  in  the  dialect. 

s«m  ay  6e  compared  to  a form  such  as  e e^ects  °f  a phonological  rule  in  turn  inducing 

ffie  e’ wtlere  the  initial  /i/  induces  imala  of  th  S“pport-ACC’  < 5 imaad-aa,  cited  as  a variant  of 

suffix  (282.  l4).  Uces  mala  of  the  foUowing  /aa/,  and  this  in  turn  of  the  accusative 
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Imala  does  not  work  across  morpheme  boundaries,  so  that  given  (26),  if  a 
suffix  such  as  -i  ‘my’  is  added,  no  imala  is  induced,  in  contrast  to  (24d,  f). 

(28)  daar-i  ‘my  house’ 

Summarizing  these  contexts: 

(29)  raa,  aartt , ieri 

What  is  noteworthy  is  that  broadly  speaking  two  of  the  three  contexts  are 
comparable  to  Sibawaih’s  observations  on  /r/  imala  summarized  in  (10)  above. 
An  /aa/  in  post  Irl  position  does  not  imalize  while  an  /aa/  before  Irl  does.  The 
main  difference  is  that  an  /aa/  before  Irl  does  not  imalize  in  ELA  across 
morpheme  boundaries,  which  it  does  in  Sibawaih’s  description.  Elowever, 
even  here  it  was  noted  that  Sibawaih  conceived  of  himierik  as  a single  stem. 
This  is  a somewhat  mysterious  classification.  Perhaps  Sibawaih  expected 
imala  not  to  occur  across  a morpheme  boundary  here,  as  in  ELA,  and 
therefore  assumed  that  a type  of  post-morphemic  phonological  realignment 
was  needed  to  explain  the  imala  of  aar.  In  these  terms,  the  difference  between 
ELA  and  Sibawaih’s  description  in  this  third  respect  would  be  that  in  Siba- 
waih’s variety  aar-i  realigns  to  aari  allowing— fieri,  whereas  in  ELA  no  realign- 
ment occurs,  so  aar-i  remains  aar-i. 

In  ELA  imala  occurs  only  in  stressed  syllables,  so  alternations  such  as  the 
following  are  found. 

(30)  ki'tab-na  ‘we  wrote’  kitab-'nie-hin  we  wrote  them.F 
sa'amih-li  ‘forgive  me’  'siemih  ‘forgive’ 

Lacking  inhibiting  consonants,  imala  will  occur  in  monosyllabic  nouns  ((C3) 
above). 

(31)  nies  ‘people’ 
bieb  ‘door’ 

The  diphthong  ay  is  either  maintained,  particularly  after  a guttural  conson- 
ant, or,  and  this  is  more  common  in  Benghazi,  monophthongized  to  ee. 

(32)  ?ayn  ‘eye’ 
beet  ‘house’ 

7.2.3.  Malta 

In  general  Maltese  imala  is  similar  to  that  of  ELA,  except  that,  having  lost 
emphatic  consonants,  imala- induced  *aa  has  a wider  distribution  than  in 
ELA.  Maltese  is  dialectally  diverse,  so  I begin  with  standard  Maltese  ( Aquilina 
1973:  53-6)  and  then  briefly  consider  dialect  differences. 
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Imala  is  realized  as  [ia],  represented  as  ‘ie’  in  Maltese  orthography. 

(33)  *baab  > bieb  ‘door’ 

OalaaOa  > tlieta  ‘three’ 
banaat  > ( Ibinaat ) > bniet  ‘girls’ 
xaddaam  > haddiem  ‘workman’ 
kaan  > kien  ‘he  was’ 

ELA,  the  diphthongal  realization  occurs  only  in  stressed  syllables.  When 
unstressed  the  vowel  shortens  to  [i]  or  [e], 

(34)  bniedem  man,  but  bnedm-iin  ‘men’ 

bi'rtk-t  ‘I  blessed’,  'biork-u  ‘they  blessed,  n-’biorek  ‘I  bless’ 

(Vanhove  1993:  28). 

• t,  ,na^/a^  j unstressed  it  does  not  imalize.  If  a suffix  is  added,  lengthen- 
ing the  /aa/,  it  does. 

(35)  ktib-na  ‘we  wrote’,  ktib-nie-hum  ‘we  wrote  them’ 

1 , swie-l-a  it  cost  her’  < sewaa-l-ha  (Aquilina  1973:  56) 

tmceTf  aHfo  ^ **  COntexts  of  imala-  Nonetheless,  one 

This  oertju'n rff1Cr  3t'C  C0ntext>  v or  * is  the  lack  of  imala  in  the  vowel. 
Imala  inhibit-  ° ^ etymoloSical  emphatic  consonants,  y,  and  x and  also  ?. 

S"0nB  Wh“ 

were  culled  fro  n ss  o^erwise  stated,  the  following  examples 

were  culled  from  Borg  and  Azzopardi-Alexander  1997. 

(36)  iyaa,  'houMS'  diyaar  (Aquil.na  wj;  ^ 

Paab  expensive  < vault  (ibid.  22,  43) 

rhaam  ‘marble’  < rxaam  (Ambros  1998:  26,  34) 

sfaar-u  they  got  yellow’  < sfarr  (Vanhove  1993  29) 

am  he  swam’  < qMm  (gham) 

il-hames  ‘the  fifth ’ < il-xaamis 

sittaf  16’  < sittaaf 

ndafa  ‘cleanliness’  < ndaafa 

sap  he  drove’  < saaq  or  saaq 

dahk-an  ‘laughkig^^  < d°CS  n0t  under8°  imala- 


;i  s“b('y  T’  see  Schaber,  1976:  51. 

r'aaSid,  even  in  the  context  of  etymological  empS^01’  ^1  /aa/before  S imal>zes>  M ee  t ‘sitting’  < 
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Nonetheless,  imala  may  still  occur  in  etymologically  inhibiting  contexts, 

(37)  tielaP  ‘going  up’  < taalfi 
riePed  ‘sleeping’  < raaqid 
sie?  ‘leg’  < saaq  (cf.  above) 

Piet  ‘staying’  < qaaSid 

In  recent  textbooks  describing  Standard  Maltese  (Borg  and  Azzopardi-Alex- 
ander 1997:  305;  Ambros  1998:  24)  the  dominant  realization  of  imala  is  stated 
as  [ii] . Ambros  notes  that  [is]  is  heard  in  slow,  careful  speech,  while  Borg  and 
Azzopardi-Alexander  give  this  realization  in  open,  phrase-final  contexts. 
However,  Vanhove  (1993)  notes  the  usual  realization  as  [is]. 

Turning  to  Maltese  dialectology,  the  Standard  Maltese  situation  appears  to 
reflect  closely  the  dialect  of  the  eastern  end  of  the  main  island,  Malta,  as 
described  in  Schabert  (1976).  Aquilina  and  Isserlin  (1981)  describe  the  dialect- 
ology of  the  second  island,  Gozo.  The  contexts  of  occurrence  of  imala  are 
identical  as  for  Standard  Maltese.  In  their  description  of  individual  lexical 
reflexes,  imala  is  realized  either  as  a diphthong  along  the  lines  of  [is],  or  as  a 
pure  vowel,  as  they  describe  it,  in  the  region  of  cardinal  vowel  1 [i]>  2 [e]  or  3 
[e].  In  the  following  are  given  words  with  various  phonetic  realizations  in 
different  Gozo  dialects. 

(38)  wist  ‘valley’,  weet,  weet  (81)  < waadi 
Isiin  ‘tongue’,  Iseen  (87)  < lisaan 

tlietv  ‘three’,  tliitv , tleetv,  tlestv  (93)  < OalaaOa 

Commenting  on  the  diphthong  ie,  Aquilina  and  Isserlin  state  (104):  ‘Maltese 
spelling  frequently  features  ie,  but  a corresponding  realisation  in  the  range  o 
[ie]  is  rarely  found  in  Gozitan  pronunciation  (though  it  is  found  in  Standar 
Maltese).’  They  go  on  to  note  that  the  common  realizations  are  variously  In], 

[ee],  [ee],  or  [ii]. 

The  diphthong  ay  is  generally  maintained  in  Maltese. 

7.2.4.  Northern  Mesopotamia,  Cyprus 

Imala  is  found  in  a wide  band  of  dialects  stretching  from  northern  Iraq  across 
the  isolated  Anatolian  Arabic  dialects,  northern  Syria  as  far  as  Damascus  and 
Lebanon,  central  southern  Turkey  including  Hatay  province,  and  ending  n 
the  isolated  dialect  of  Cyprus.  It  is  usually  associated  with  the  so-called  ^/m 
dialects  of  the  area,  though  there  are  some  dialects  with  [q]  as  refl  x of 
classical  ‘qaaf  in  the  region  which  do  not  have  tmala  e* _Hnt  Khan 

As  Levin  (1998:  84)  points  out,  the  imala  contexts  in  this  area  m general 
are  like  those  described  in  Sibawaih,  though  the  original  conditioning 
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environment  may  have  been  subsequently  lost.  In  kleeb  ‘dogs’,  for  instance,  the 
short  high  vowel  has  been  elided,  but  presumably  after  it  had  induced  imala 
in  the  following  vowel,  kilaab  > kileeb  > kleeb.  The  realization  of  the  imalized 
/aa/  is  either  /ee/  or  liij.  A representative  set  of  examples  is  as  follows,  taking 
examples  from  Jewish  and  Christian  Baghdad  (=  JB,  CB  respectively),  Mardin 
in  Anatolia  (Sasse  1971),  Cilicia  (S.  Prochazka  2002),  and  the  Cypriot  dialect  of 
Kormikiti  (Borg  1985)  as  examples. 

(39)  JB  CR 


JB 

CB 

Mardin 

Cilicia 

Cyprus 

kilaab  ‘dogs’  kliib 

kleeb 

kleeb 

kleeb 

klep 

miizaan  ‘scale’  miziin 

mizeen 

mi'zan 

naas  ‘people’  rtiis 

nees 

nees 

nees 

nes 

Oamaaniya  ‘eight’  dmiini 

tmeeni 

Omeenye 

tmeeni 

xmenye 

OalaaOa  ‘three’  tlaaOi 

tlaati 

Bade 

tlaati 

tlaxe 

In  general,  imala  inhibitors  are  the  usual  emphatic  consonants,  as  well  as  /x/, 
v , q , and  /r/.  However,  there  are  many  individual  variations  according  to 
1 ect,  worthy  of  an  individual  study.  It  will  suffice  here  to  note  some 
patterns  of  variation  in  the  realization  or  not  of  imala,  as  well  as  to  note 
individual  lexical  variation. 

On  the  whole,  Cypriot  Arabic  displays  a robust  system  of  historical  lexical 
an  op  onic  imala  (Borg  1985:  54-63).  However,  there  are  regular  excep- 
<,  °nf  1 ^ ^ ^er  S>  ^0r  *nstance>  do  not  have  imala  in  the  imperfect,  pi-saSed 
r-r  u 96  * VrC  arC  als°  irre8ular  exceptions.  The  participial  pattern 
as  mem  ers  both  with  and  without  imala.  In  some  instances  the 
1 • , 1 mf*  ° vanant*  8°  back  to  old  inhibiting  consonants,  e.g.  emphatics, 
which  have  been  lost  in  the  dialect,  e.g.  fater  ‘smart’  < faatir.  In  other 

inhibking  faCt0rs  may  Pla7  no  role,  qetSe  ‘passing’ 

imala  inh  K t ™ **  ^ and  other  Anatolian  qultu  dialects  usually 

TstrZo  ^ ^ imala’  V*id  standing’  (Sasse  1971:  218; 

class  verbs  t Arablc’  S‘  Prochazka  (2002:  47,  88)  notes  that  in 

in  other  H k fi?a  VCrbS  nCVer  under8°  imala,  ydaawi  ‘he  heals’,  and  that 

perfet  and  T ? Z * “T  ^ imala  in  -Perfect  only,  some  in  the 

related’  vs  1 Tl  °therS  m n°ne’  y*leerib/qeerib  ‘he  is  related/was 

cltion^  of iZ  r f rCCOnciles/--nciled’.w  Similar  irregular  appli- 

despite  the  IxJ  * n°™lnal  Pattems,  e.g.  minxeel  ‘sieve’  with  imala 

top,,,  the  W vs.  mmjWf  W „ithout  and  CB  B|anc  (44)  notes 

This  situation,  in  fact  replicates  th.  ,,,,  ..  . 

Syrian  language  atlas  (1997: 123)-  some  di  ’ . ? 1 sltua,‘on  for  form  III  verbs  described  in  Behnstedt  s 
have  imala  only  in  the  imperfect,  ianlnh/^^i  y.  ^ n°  lma^a'  5aafar/y^aafiT ‘he  traveled/travels’,  others 
. YSee  he  reconciled’,  others  only  imala,  seelah/yteelib. 
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neither  variety  has  imala  in  class  3 verbs,  asaameh  ‘I  forgive.  All  in  all  a broad 
tendency  is  for  imala  to  occur  in  what  are  historically  imala  (non-inhibiting) 
contexts,  and  for  imala  to  intrude  into  inhibiting  contexts  on  an  irregular 
basis  (see  Jastrow  1978:  63-70  for  more  examples).  The  example  of  the  word  3 
in  (39)  underscores  the  lexical  irregularity  of  the  imala  process  in  this  region. 
In  Maltese  ‘3’  undergoes  imala  as  expected,  tlieta  ‘three  (Borg  and  Azzopardi- 
Alexander  1997:  356).  At  the  same  time,  it  is  a consistent  exception  in  the 
Mesopotamian  region.20 

Another  source  of  irregularity  is  the  realization  of  imala  as  /ee/  or  /ii/.  In 
most  Mesopotamian  dialects  it  is  /ee/.  In  a few,  for  instance  JB,  its  usual  reflex 
is  /ii/,  but  in  the  active  participle  of  form  I verbs  has  ee,  weeqef  standing. 

Looking  at  the  region  as  a whole,  allophonic  imala  as  found  in  Maltese  and 
ELA  does  not  occur,  where  imala  and  non -imala  forms  co-vary  on  a fully 
automatic  basis.  The  exemplification  of  class  3 verbs  above  illustrates  this 
point.  In  CB  and  JB  no  imala  occurs  in  form  3 imperfect  verbs,  though  this  is 
a classical  conditioning  context,  in  other  dialects  imala  may  extend  to  the 
perfect,  though  this  is  not  an  imala  context,  and  in  others  imala  may  occur, 
according  to  the  standard  rule  as  it  were,  in  the  imperfect  only.  Apparently  in 
the  dialects  in  this  region  the  only  inflectional  suffix  which  regularly  induces 
imala  is  the  plural  suffix -iin  (e.g.  nsjjaar,  najjeer-in  ‘carpenters’,  Sasse  1971:  99, 
cf.  sect.  7.2.2  for  ELA,  with  object  suffixes  inducing  imala).21 

The  diphthong  ay  is  usually  maintained  in  the  more  northerly  qultu 

dialects. 

(40)  bayt  ‘house’  (Jastrow  1978:  78,  for  Aazex) 

rm-ayt  ‘I  threw’  (Mardin,  Sasse  1971: 165,  Cypriot,  Borg  1985:  89) 

In  the  more  southerly  ones  it  may  be  realized  as  ee  (Blanc  1964:  50;  Jastrow 
1978:  79)- 

(41)  CB  beet,  rmeet 

7.2.5.  Southern  Mesopotamia  and  other  areas 

In  southern  Mesopotamia  an  imala- like  form  is  found  as  the  reflex  of  the 
diphthong  *ay. 

(42)  biet  < *bayt,  ‘house’,  mifiet  ‘I  went  < mafayt 

567  with  imala  in  the  word  ‘3',  e.g.  tleeta,  dalee&i  etc.,  and  one  larg 

Damascus.  , FSG  imperfect  verb  suffix  does  induce  1 mala,  mam 

- Sasse  (1971:  55)  reports  tte  ^"^^bserves  only  — <W»:  69). 
you.M  sleep  vs.  tnem-tn  you.F  sleep.  Jastrow, 
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So  far  as  I know,  these  forms,  little  discussed  apart  from  Ingham  (1982:  80), 
are  not  considered  imala  reflexes.  They  have,  however,  the  same  phonetic 

reflex  as  ELA  imala  and  they  play  a role  in  the  analytical  discussion  in  sect.  7.3 
below. 

Outside  of  these  five  regions,  there  are  no  reflexes  of  word-internal  imala. 
As  far  as  the  diphthong  ay  goes,  its  most  common  reflex  is  probably  ee,  beet 
ouse  (the  entire  Sudanic  region,  most  of  Egypt),  though  ay  (bayt)  is  still 
maintained  (most  qultu  dialects,  Najdi,  most  northern  Yemen).  In  a number 

o i ects  it  falls  together  with  ii  (e.g.  most  Tunisian,  Algerian,  and  Moroccan 
dialects). 


7-3-  Reconstruction 

In  these  summarizing  sections,  I will  consider  a reconstruction  of  imala  in 
a lc  two  PersPectives.  First,  I will  work  out  lines  of  development  for 
each  of  the  four  dialects  where  imala  occurs.  Thereafter,  I will  bring  the  results 
o t s en  eavor  into  line  with  the  earlier  description  of  Sibawaih  and  present 

n overa  synt  esis.  In  the  following  I begin  with  the  simpler  cases  and  move 
to  the  more  complex. 

7-3-1.  Individual  dialect  reflexes 

. beginning  it  will  be  useful  to  refer  to  the  contexts  where  imala  does  or 
. n°  °C,CUr  J a sbl^e  binary  term.  In  general  there  are  two  broad 

context^  Ttv  m0  a- inblbitors’  a low  vowel  and  an  emphatic  or  guttural 
71,f  A I , conditioning  difference  is  evident  in  ELA  today  (see  sect. 

and  rnn«  18  l °m  COntext  on  tbe  otber  hand  favors  imala,  the  vowel  [i] 
the  conrnT  l"°!  by  ,he  fea,ure  <>fe-mphaSi.,  or  backness.  I will  use 

'°  "PreSem  ,his  b'»ad  of  differences. 
imala,  non-nal  \ l nonback>  non-emphatic  consonants)  favor 

1 berm  with  FI  A °neS  * 7 vowe'-  hack,  and  emphatic  consonants)  do  not. 
whi^Zl  “T *mp,eS' ■‘•“■a*-  He]  «an allophone  of /.a/, 

tion  ‘not  in  nam  gUttUra  contexts,  non  -a  contexts.  A negative  formula- 
Sibawaih  termed 3 C°nte*ts’  seems  to  be  the  most  appropriate,  as  what 
in  the  aS  “ f 

while  an -a  rnntFsart  • l X’  Y’  emPbatics  (sometimes  including  r )/, 

This  is  probably  close  ”0^0  3 ^ foUoWed  ^ /a/-  or  a back  VOWel 

to  the  ELA  area  TE  ngmal  situation,  as  the  dialect  was  brought 

of  C 1S  n°  nCed  t0  reconst^  intermediate  phonetic  values 
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aa 


ie  aa 


Figure  7.1.  Eastern  Libyan  Arabic  imala 

In  Andalusian  Arabic,  the  context  is  similar  to  ELA,  though  apparently 
there  is  less  detail  in  the  written  texts  at  our  disposal,  so  that  it  can  be  said 
with  certainty  only  that  the  guttural  context  inhibits  imala.  Phonetically  the 
situation  is  more  complicated  as  there  are  two  realizations,  [ee]  and  [ii],  and 
neither  of  these  are  identical  to  the  original  reconstructed  value  [ie]. 
A development  such  as  the  following  needs  to  be  proposed,  with  [ie]  devel- 
oping into  [ee]  or  [ii].  This  looks  like  an  unconditioned  split  in  Andalusian 
Arabic.  A progressive  development  might  be  imagined  on  the  basis  of  the 
changes  attested  in  Maltese  (Fig.  7.3  below).  Since  [ie]  is  not  attested  in 
Andalusian  Arabic  texts  (Ferrando,  May  2004,  p.c.),  it  needs  to  be  postulated 
as  a reconstructed  form. 

In  Maltese  the  situation  gets  more  complicated  for  two  reasons.  First,  all 
phonetic  values  of  imala  are  attested  in  one  dialect  or  another.  Secondly,  when 
emphasis  was  lost,  imala  was  still  a living  phonetic  process,  so  former 
inhibiting  emphatic  contexts  became  non-inhibiting.  Original  guttural  con- 
texts, however,  remained  inhibitors.  Furthermore,  it  appears  that  historic  [S] 
was  an  inhibitor.  The  situation  can  be  sketched  as  in  Fig.  7.3. 

Finally,  the  situation  in  Mesopotamian  Arabic  is  essentially  similar  to 
Andalusian,  except  for  one  important  complication,  namely  the  reflex  [ie] 


Figure  7.2.  Andalusian  imala 
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aa 


Figure  7.3.  Maltese  imala 


for  ay  discussed  in  sect.  7.2.5. 1 assume  that  it  is  no  coincidence  that  precisely 
t e same  phonetic  reflex  as  imala  should  appear  in  precisely  the  area  Sibawaih 
escribed  1,200  years  ago.  What  is  anomalous,  of  course,  is  its  very  different 
lexical  distribution.  In  Fig.  7.4,  ay  is  represented  as  converging  with  the  [ie] 
reflex  of  the  imala. 

7-3-2.  A synthesis 

Given  the  overlap  between  both  the  realization  and  the  contexts  of  imala,  as 
we  as  t e road  similarities  with  Sibawaih’s  description  of  imala  (see  below) 
c ear  om  a linguistic  perspective  that  imala  is  not  to  be  reconstructed  as 


aa 


Figure  7.4.  Mesopotamian  imala 


arising  in  four  separate  events.  Except  for  the  ay  > *ie  change,  the  Andalusian 
tree  (Fig.  7.2),  for  instance,  is  a clone  of  the  Mesopotamian  one.  Rather,  one  is 
dealing  with  a pre-diasporic  phenomenon  which  happened  once,  and  was 
spread  from  a central  point  to  Andalusia,  ELA,  Maltese,  and  the  Mesopota- 
mian qultu  dialects.  I outline  this  development  in  Fig.  7.5. 

I assume  that  at  some  stage  proto-Arabic  had  no  imala,  though  I have 
presented  no  evidence  in  favor  of  this,  and  at  this  point  in  our  research  at 
least,  nothing  depends  on  this  assumption.  While  I have  argued  that  Siba- 
waih’s description  of  the  imala  variant  is  [ie],  I have  also  included  the  other 
variants  among  them  as  well.  These  are  to  be  understood  as  unattested  in 
the  early  grammatical  literature,  but  nonetheless  reconstructible  imala  vari- 
ants. They  are  reconstructible  to  Sibawaih  s time,  which  is  what  I term  pre- 
diasporic  Arabic,  since  the  variants  [ee]  and  [ii]  are  found  in  Andalusia  and 
Malta,  and  in  the  qultu  Mesopotamian  dialects.  Parallel,  independent  devel- 
opment may  be  ruled  out.  Furthermore,  the  qultu  dialects  themselves  are 
spread  throughout  a number  of  discontinuous  areas,  and  have  apparently 
been  out  of  contact  with  each  other  for  some  time,  yet  the  imala  reflex  is  fairly 
uniform  throughout  the  region.  Further  and  rather  speculatively,  one  might 
relate  the  monophthongal  realization  [ee]  to  the  ‘intermediate  imala  (bayna 
bayna ) noted  in  sect.  7.1.1.  This  is  found  in  the  Koranic  reading  tradition,  and 
indicates  that  there  was  more  than  one  rendition  of  imala,  at  least  by  the  time 
Ibn  Mujahid  had  compiled  his  work.  Unfortunately,  the  phonetic  description 
of  the  bayna  bayna  form  is  not  specific  enough  for  firm  conclusions  to  be 
drawn.  ELA,  as  well  as  the  [ie]  variant  of  Standard  Maltese,  are  the  same  as 

Sibawaih’s  phonetic  variant.  ...  . , 

It  is  assumed  that  the  original  imala  variant  was  [ie].  This  either  remained 
[ie],  or  monophthongized  to  [ee]  or  [ii].  In  the  latter  instance  mala  falls 
together  with  /ii/,  as  in  JB  kliib  ‘dogs’  < klaab  and  ktnr  < ktnr.  In  the  former  it 
usually  forms  a new  phoneme,  as  the  diphthong  ay  is  usually  maintained 

aa  ay 


Pre-Sibawaih 

A . 

Sibawaih  (pre  diasponc)  ie  ee  ee,  ii  etc. 
Figure  7.5.  Imala,  a synthesis 
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where  ee  imala  occurs  (Andalusia,  the  more  northerly  Mesopotamian  qultu 
dialects).  In  some  dialects  ee  < imala  merges  with  ee  < ay,  as  in  CB  kleeb  < 
laab  and  beet  < bayt.  Given  that  this  merger  is  mostly  attested  in  Iraq  and 
Syria  where  imala  dialects  are  in  close  contact  with  dominant  imala- less 
1 ects  with  the  ay  > ee  change,  it  is  probably  best  to  regard  the  latter  as  a 
ater  orrowing  or  substrate-induced  shift  into  a dialect  originally  with  ay. 
More  work  needs  to  be  done  to  confirm  this. 

(43)  bayt  > bayt  > beet  (Muslim  Baghdad,  borrowing  influence) 
kheb  > kleeb 


Note  that  in  ELA,  while  ay  > ee  is  spreading  in  the  dialect,  it  remains  distinct 
trom  imala,  which  has  the  reflex  [ie]. 

As  far  as  the  monophthongization  process  to  [ii]  or  [ee]  goes,  the  detailed 
p onetic  observations  of  Aquilina  et  al.  for  Maltese  are  instructive.  All  their 
ip  t ong  variants  have  a high  to  low  tongue  movement,  but  in  some 
. ..  n*S  1 moVement  is  slight,  e.g.  mid-high  to  mid-open  [ee].  This  perhaps 
dicates  that  monophthongization  proceeded  in  stages,  reducing  gradually 

fin^trfle”  7 enti3ted  diphth°ng  [iel  aS  " ELA’  t0  [eEl  3nd  thCn 

bl  neCCSSary  t0  PUtin  another  steP  in  historical  derivation  between 
follow^  h e vanous  ^ihawaih-era  reflexes,  namely  (1)  a conditioned  imala, 
would  h tk  2 . an  ^ncon^itioned  one.  Conditioned  or  allophonic  imala 
(as  in  I'ct'i  K °nf  d lC^eX’  foUowed  hy  a spread  to  unconditioned  contexts 
lived  side  by  side  ^ Slbawadl’s  time,  conditioned  and  unconditioned  clearly 

in  southern' Mr°blemati^  aspect  the  reconstruction  is  the  [ie]  reflex  of  ^ay 

as  a reflex 

mentioned  above,  I assumed  " dlscussed  in  sect  7-1-3  above.  As 

stmcted  and  att  t a • 1 1S  not  a “incidence  that  this  is  the  recon- 

historical  relationt iZa  ^ ^ Pr°blem  is  to  acCOUnt  for  itS 

reflexes.  Its  relatin^80^)3™*311  dia^ect  (otherwise)  does  not  have  imala 
merged  with  imala  [it]7n  ^ aSSCSSed  in  two  ways-  First,  ay  would  have 
in  Sibawaih  is  an  alloDhn  • ’ “ “ X,eyn  dlscussed  in  sect-  7-1-3  above.  Imala 

the  non -imala  [aal  in  th'C  PrOCCSS  ^Cl^’  so  speakers  would  always  have  had 

11131  group  of  speakers  wh0  had 
with  those  who  did  not  ka  subsequently  have  come  into  close  contact 

allophones  into  non  all  woldd  have  converted  their  imala 

P into  non-allophomc  [aa],  while  maintaining  the  imala  variant  of 
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aa  ( kaatib ) ay  (xayr) 

aa  ie  (xier,  kietib ) 


aa  aa  (kaatib)  ie  (xier) 


Figure  7.6. 

ay.  These  are  the  speakers  of  the  southern  Mesopotamian  dialect  described  by 
Ingham.  This  can  be  sketched  as  follows: 

While  this  accounts  for  the  present-day  facts,  as  it  were,  there  is  no 
independent  evidence  for  it,  and  it  involves  the  merger  of  ay  and  imala, 
followed  by  their  demerger.  Such  an  explanation  would  probably  be  ruled 
out  on  a priori  grounds,  lexical  demerger  being  an  unlikely  process  (Labov 
1994:  33—5),  but  for  the  fact  that  imala  is  allophonic,  not  lexical.  While  there 
are  no  variational  studies  on  the  matter,  it  has  been  observed  that  imala  and 
non -imala  usages  can  reside  in  the  same  speaker  (sect.  7.1.2).  I observed  (1980) 
that  Mitchell  (1975)  described  an  imala  operative  in  more  contexts  than 
I described  for  Benghazi  Arabic.  Thus,  de-imalization  alone  is  not  only 
plausible,  but  in  fragmented  ways,  actually  attested.  Since  the  imala  of  xieyr 
would  not  have  been  allophonic,  there  being  no  imala— non- imala  alterna- 
tion associated  with  these  forms,  they  could  have  survived  an  aUophonically 
based  general  de-imalization  of  the  dialect.22 

Looking  to  analogies  elsewhere  in  the  history  of  Arabic  dialects,  contem- 
porary variational  studies  attest  to  a part  of  the  demerger  process,  at  least  in 
local  contexts.  As  is  well  known,  many  Arabic  dialects  throughout  eastern 
Arabia,  Jordan,  Syria,  and  Israel  have  undergone  the  change  k>  c in  front 
contexts,  kammal>  cammal  in  Jordanian  (see  sect.  8.7.1).  Abdel-Jawad  (1981) 
observes  in  urban  areas  a tendency  for  c to  re-merge  with  k,  essentially  under 
the  influence  of  what  Abdel-Jawad  sees  as  a dominant  prestige  variant  P/k. 
This  can  be  compared  to  the  suggested  remerger  of  ie  > aa.  It  would  become  a 
complete  parallel  if  the  remerger  would  go  to  completion,  except  for  a residue 
in  a certain  morphological  pattern,  or  a certain  morpheme,  e.g.  t e 2.  . . 

suffix  -ic.  This  of  course  is  not  yet  attested,  though  is  at  least  m principle 

conceivable. 

possibility  at  this  time. 
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Note  that  this  account  feeds  into  the  further  development  of  the 
diphthong  to  ii  (see  above).  It  could  be  that  [ie]  was  a stage  in  the  develop- 
ment of  North  African  biit  etc.,  the  de-diphthongization  of  biit  running 
parallel  to  the  de-diphthongization  of  imala.23  Such  an  analysis  would 
imply  that  imala  was  an  ancestor  of  more  dialects  than  where  it  is  found  in 
present-day  Arabic. 

7-3-3-  The  reconstruction  and  Sibawaih 

By  and  large  the  reconstruction  of  imala  based  on  application  of  the  com- 
parative method  to  attested  post-Old  Arabic  variants  reproduces  the  same 
p ^enomenon  as  that  described  in  Sibawaih.  The  main  points  of  identity  are  as 

I.  /aa/  is  realized  as  [ie]  or  a related  value 

it!  1S  COnditioned  hy  an  /[l  in  a neighboring  syllable. 

is  value  is  inhibited  in  the  context  of  emphatic  consonants  and 
gutturals  IxJ,  /\/,  /q/  and  sometimes  /r/. 

IV.  The  phenomenon  is  not  completely  regular:  many  lexical  and  morpho- 
logical pattern  exceptions  occur. 

In  addition,  there  are  points  of  difference  which  distinguish  Sibawaih’s  imala 
om  one  or  more  of  the  four  dialects  where  imala  is  attested  today. 

V.  The  class  of  inhibitors  may  differ. 

vtt  * ^bzation  may  be  [ee] , [ii] , or  various  other  values  (as  in  Maltese), 

or  mg  to  Sibawaih  s description,  there  are  types  of  imala  for  which 
e is  no  irect  correspondence  in  the  dialects,  (C2)  for  instance, 
n this  section  I expand  upon  points  V-VII. 

an  ftAibirint^  m MdteSe  inhibits  lmala  (see  sect.  7.2.3).  Given  that  as 
as  a local  in  § “"f0”3111  * attested  onlY  in  Maltese  it  should  probably  be  seen 

t0  trCe  5 (Fig'  7 5)‘  ^er  this  local  innovation 

question.24  For  Vf  Thawnmed"  T***?  pre;immigrant  group  is  an  open 
vowel  variants  f ii  r ed  above  that  the  reconstruction  of  the  pure 
dialer  W distribution  of  imala  in  today's 


basis  of  false  lexical  correspondences''*  '***  already  su88es,ecl  by  Griinert  (1875:  453),  though  on  the 
Given  that  it  is  only  in  Maltese  that  fsi  • 

innovation.  However,  given  the  recotm  Ji  1“  “ inhibi,or.  it  should  probably  be  seen  as  an 
traditionally  belongs,  it  is  a natural  guttural  consonants  (mustaSliya)  to  which  [S] 

the  class  [x,  y,  q]  to  others.  10n  or  ,ma^a  inhibition  to  spread  from  some  members  of 
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As  for  VII,  one  has  to  distinguish  between  Sibawaih  as  a theoretical  linguist 
and  Sibawaih  as  a field  linguist,  who  was  trying  to  accommodate  many 
observations  in  his  grammatical  description.  A basic  precept  of  Sibawaih  s 
methodology  is  that  no  observation  should  go  unexplained.  I believe  it  is  in 
the  context  of  this  approach  that  one  needs  to  understand  (C2)  and  (C3) 
above.  Sibawaih  very  acutely  observed  that  the  basic  conditioning  factor  of 
imala  was  an  [i]  in  a syllable  preceding  or  following  an  [aa]  (Ci).  He  also 
noted  the  inhibiting  effect  of  various  consonants. 

Observationally,  however,  imala  in  the  Basra  of  his  day  was  a form  expand- 
ing out  of  its  basic  realization.  Phonetically  the  change  [ie]  — * [ee]/ [ ii]  can 
already  be  postulated.  Distributionally  Sibawaih  notes  that  it  occurs  even 
when  no  conditioning  [i]  context  is  present  in  a word.  This  is  a problem  for 
Sibawaih,  as  indeed  it  would  be  for  any  linguist  true  to  his  or  her  princip  es  o 
accounting  for  data  in  a principled  fashion.  Observing  that  imala  occurred 
even  in  back  contexts,  as  in  xiefa  ‘he  feared’  and  tieba  ‘be  good  , Sibawaih 
solved  the  contradiction  by  observing  that  such  verbs  have  an  [1]  elsewhere  in 
the  paradigm  (e.g.  xiftu  ‘I  feared’).  With  Fleisch  (1961)  I would  agree  that  what 
is  involved  here  is  something  beyond  regular,  phonologicaUy  speci  a e 
variation,  and  that  Sibawaih’s  explanation  is  unconvincing.  After  all,  every 
verb  minimally  has  an  [i]  in  the  passive  form  (fuStla).  Indeed,  this  is  per  ap 
why  Sibawaih  could  accommodate  irregular  verbal  imala .with  less  problem 
than  irregular  nominal  imala,  since  nouns  do  not  always  have  collate  forms 
with  an  [i]  somewhere  in  the  paradigm.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  Sibawaih  is 
rather  overwhelmed  by  what  he  observe.  This  is  clear  in  the  quote  « the 
k • • c nor*  ■ 717  and  it  is  further  in  evidence  in  his  ultimate 

« 7 - 

« mwl),  bod,  from  roots  with  . medial  M.  no.  Zyf, 

UaaW).  For  Sibawaih,  who  valued  theoretical  accounts  tty  , 

this  is  indeed  a radicid  categoriration.  Interesting*  dies. 

.red  exceptional,  but  are  no.  judged  pejoratively  <**>*  * ^ “j 
or  the  like).  In  the  context  of  these  observations  «»»( C “d  <«’ 

which  does  not  allow  for  ^uld  be  regarded 

variational  observations  without 

seriously  compromising! Mac hngmsnc m m m«rp„„tlon  of 
The  variation  o serv  ,_s  ^ initiai  perspective  would  be  that 

the  variation  in  the  mode™d  tinues  a situation  already  initiated  during 
variation  in  the  modem  dialects  continues 
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Sibawaih  s era.  At  the  same  time,  local  developments  reflected  in  regulariza- 
tions of  paradigms,  development  of  lexical  irregularities,  or  the  expansion  of 
zma/a-inhibiting  contexts  as  noted  for  Maltese  above,  certainly  must  have 
occurred.  A clarification  of  these  issues,  however,  requires  a much  closer 
historical  treatment  of  development  in  individual  dialects. 


7-3-4-  European  Arabicists’  accounts  of  imala 

The  historical  interpretation  of  imala  among  Arabicists  can  be  roughly 
divided  into  two  categories. 

In  the  first  category  are  treatments  which  basically  recognize  the  identity 
etween  the  Old  Arabic  imala  and  that  found  in  the  modem  dialects.  These 
identities  are  always  noted  for  the  individual  dialect  the  researcher  is  working 
on,  and  not  generalized  to  the  overall  history  of  Arabic,  understandably,  given 
t e specific  dialectal  nature  of  these  works.  Corriente  (1977)  for  Spanish 
Arabic,  Aquilina  and  Isserlin  (1981)  for  Maltese,  Levin  (1998,  2002),  Borg 

19  5 an  other  researchers  for  Mesopotamian  Arabic  can  be  mentioned  in 
this  regard. 

he  second  are  those  where  the  writers  for  one  reason  or  another  simply  do 
not  mention  that  the  given  phenomenon  is  related  to  Old  Arabic  imala  (Borg 
and  Azzopardi-Alexander  1997  and  Ambros  1998,  both  for  Maltese).  Particu- 
ar  y cntica  in  this  regard  is  the  summary  of  Fischer  and  Jastrow  (1980:  55)- 

1 ou  argumentation,  they  assume  that  imala  in  Malta  and  Spain  was  an 
r-  c*eve^°Pment’  not  related  to  the  imala  of  Mesopotamia  or  of 
rb  k-  c one  place  (i978:  66, 1980),  Jastrow  misses  Sibawaih’s 

form  c rtE  1C1  ^ menti°ned  the  unconditioned  imala  of  nies  and  other 
wac  nf  U,r#rm0re’  Fisc*ler  and  Jastrow  observe  that  imala  in  Mesopotamia 
Mesonnta  ent,Sta!US  ^ imala  in  Maitese  (*»  instance),  in  that  in 
in  Malta  mi31/  Z ^ ialectS  11  leads  to  a Phonemicization  of  led,  whereas 

Statement  H ***  ™ ^ t0  the  creati°n  of  a new  phoneme.  This 
is,  owever,  (1)  incorrect  and  (2),  for  historical  purposes,  irrelevant. 

the  Mesopotamian'qu/tJdi^ea^Th^nih^151)!16^  ^ ,aStr°W  relate  Sibawaih’s  imala  to  that  found 
unrelated  to  Sibawaih’s.  Fischer  ar» a i ♦.  ^ , ects  ^ave  a completely  different  type  of  imala,  i.e.  one 
in  non-emphatic  contexts.  Such  ffont!n  °W/C  * ^ second  t>rPe  of  irnaia  t0  a general  fronting  of /a/ 
fronting  can  lead  to  [iel  or  [iil  That ' f 1S  OU.nd  in  many  dialects.  They  then  observe  that  this  general 
historically  by  a different  or  oc^c  IS  °.  ^ ia^ects  [ie]>  they  give  the  example  of  Maltese,  arise 
However,  given  the  Sff  f"0”  ^ *he  MesoP°‘a™an  dialect. 

(both  have  [iij  and  fee]  variant,)  etWeen  Mesopotamian  imala  and,  for  instance  Andalusian 

historical  fact  that  the  Arab  diaspora  1 *denbhr  °f  basic  conditioning  contexts,  and  the  basic 

surely  on  those  who  would  see  |0ut|°ftbe  same  demographic  milieu,  the  onus  of  proof  is 

conditions  basically  the  same  Dheno  C°m^  616  ^ independent  developments  to  show  under  what 
them  to  be  different.  tnenon  arose  independently.  Fischer  and  Jastrow  merely  claim 
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It  is  incorrect  because  the  variant  [ie]  in  Maltese  is  a ‘new  phoneme  (cf.  the 
contrast  sie?  ‘leg’  vs.  saa?  ‘drive’  in  (36),  (37)  above).  It  is  irrelevant  because 
for  historical  purposes  it  is  not  the  synchronic  status  of  imala  which  is  crucial, 
but  rather  the  systematic  similarity  and/or  difference  between  purported 
stages  in  linguistic  history.  As  argued  here,  in  both  the  Ci  category  of 
Sibawaih’s  Old  Arabic  and  in  ELA  (sect.  7-2.2)  imala  is  allophomc,  condi- 
tioned by  broadly  the  same  conditions,  as  well  as  sharing  the  same  form.  ELA 
simply  continues  the  Old  Arabic  imala  as  described  by  Sibawaih.  Indee  , a 
systematic  allophonic  similarity  can  provide  cogent  evidence  of  close  rela- 
tionship, since  conditioning  contexts  need  to  be  maintained  over  long  periods 

Finally,  I would  note  that  few  scholars  have  dealt  with  the  question  of  e 
phonetic  value  of  imala  in  Sibawaih.  Most  simply  term  it  imala , as  if  it  were 
an  abstract  entity.  Sibawaih,  however,  was  an  acute  phonetician,  and  he 
attempts  a specific  phonetic  characterization  of  imala,  as  described  above, 
even  if  ultimately  his  description  is  not  completely  unambiguous.  Old  Arabic 
imala  did  have  a specific  form,  and  using  the  comparative  me 

drawing  correlations  with  Sibawaih  s description,  a speci  c ur  or 

reconstructed.  I have  suggested  •[«],  which  is  also  the  same  as  the  rahea.  on 
of  imala  in  ELA  and  some  Maltese  varieties  (as  well  as.  paradoxically,  t 
reflex  of  ’ay  in  southern  Mesopotamian  dialects).  This  "constn,c''“n 
commensurate  with  Sibawaih’s  phonetic  description,  xxr.hog'oph.c  proC  ; 
e.g.  in  the  QiraFaa,  tradition,  with  the  observation  that  .mala  and Uh «h«  * 
diphthong  | ay]  are  different  phenomena,  with  reahrat.ons .in  modem  d 
lects,  and  the  phonetic  logic  of  deriving  the  wrd.ly  attested  ■ and  |e 
variants  historically  from  -[iel.  Fleisch  (r»6r:  life)  does  suggeu  phonenc 
realization  for  Sibawaih’s  imala,  giving  [e]  or  |a].  These  two  are 
as  strong  vs.  weak  imala,  a distinction  probably  referrmg  to * 
realization  in  the  Qiraafaa,  tradition.  The  problem  wr  h Ue  ch  s uggemo 
recapitulates  that  often  found  in  the  Western  Arab,c.s.  tmdmom  t * to 
simply  on  a reading  of  Sibawaih's  teat,  wr.hout  workrng  .hmughjhe  unph 

cations  of  the  interpretation , for  ft*  h«ory  <ff  £ P on  ^ 

— - western  Arabicis,  has 

addressed  the  issue. 
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Suffix  Pronouns  and 
Reconstruction 


8.1.  Pausal  and  Context  Forms  and  Case  Endings 

iscussed  in  sects.  1.6.3  and  3-3-2-3,  every  Classical  Arabic  word  has  two  sets 

TraH  t°n°  n81C  ^,rrnS>  °ne  Pausal  (waqf),  the  other  non-pausal  (wasl). 

2T;TY’  n?nrUSal  f°rms  are  ^ “fleeted,  while  pausal  forms  lack 

endin  n V°WeS‘  flese  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  the  grammatical  case 

for  thp  n°n  nomm  s and  mocie  endings  on  verbs.  In  (1),  the  translations  are 

the  suffi  0n  pTa  f0miS' In  the  pausal  variants  *e  differences  indicated  by 
the  suffix  morpheme  are  lost. 


(1)  Non-pausal  pausal 

bayt-un  bayt  ‘house-NOM’ 

al-bayt-u  al-bayt' the  house-NOM’ 

bayf-m  bayt  ‘house-GEN’ 

al-bayt- 1 al-bayt  ‘the  house-GEN’ 

ai-bayt-a  al-bayt  ‘the  house-ACC’ 

yaktub-u  yaktub  ‘he  writes-IND’ 

fayna  payn  ‘where?’ 

etc. 


^^hou? indCfinite  accusative  case,  which  in  pausal  form  has  a long-aa, 

obstacle  in  rec^rtmcdlTlhe11  **  S™Ple  T ^ lhere  WOUld  perhapS  **  "° 
assumption  follows  from  this  th  ^ fomiS  “ the  ‘origina1’  ones'  The 
(Noldeke  1897: 10)  3t  m°flern  dialects  continue  pausal  forms 

out  that  actual  where  it  was  pointed 

from  a stage  where  hnri,  „ ^P  , d Arabic  variety  showing  the  transition 
alone  is  exiguous  and  alw  ^ P3”Sa^ and  Pausal  forms  existed  to  pausal  forms 
^ ‘ md  ^ « best,  to  this  saaion,  I iontinue  the 
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discussion  begun  in  Ch.  3-  A logical  and  key  question  is  whether  pausal  or 
context  forms  are  basic.  Note  that  on  an  a priori  basis  there  is  no  way  to 
decide  which  is  basic.  Viewed  as  alternative  synchronic  realizations,  they  are 
simply  conditioned  alternates.  Arguments  need  to  be  advanced  motivating 
one  or  the  other  as  basic,  on  a comparative  basis. 

Harris  Birkeland  (1940)  made  the  most  detailed  study  of  pausal  forms  in 
Arabic.  For  Birkeland,  the  non-pausal  forms  are  historically  antecedent  and  as 
seen  in  sect.  1.6.3  he  worked  out  a set  of  steps  by  which  pausal  forms  came  into 
being.  He  points  out  that  in  Old  Arabic  poetry  one  alternative  of  pausal 
position,  defined  as  (half-)  line-final  position,  was  to  recite  a final  vowel  long. 
This  is  termed  tarannum  ‘reciting,  chanting’.  In  (2),  the  well-known  opening 
half-line  (Jatr)  of  the  MuSallaqa  of  Imr  al-Qays,  the  genitive  suffix  -1  on 
manzil-i  is  lengthened  to  manzil-iy. 

(2)  qifaa  nabki  min  dikraa  habiybin  wa  manzil-iy  _ 

‘Let  us  stop  to  bewail  the  memory  of  my  lover  and  her  abode 

(Sibawaih  II:  325) 

This,  he  says,  is  only  possible  if  the  relevant  short  vowels  were  at  some  stage  in 
the  proto-history  ‘there’  to  be  lengthened  in  what  came  to  be  pausal  position. 

Sibawaih,  who  is  the  oldest  explicit  source  in  the  matter,  in  f^t  noles  three 
ways  of  pronouncing  the  final  syllable  in  poetry.  One  is  vowel  length,  as 
illustrated  in  (2),  a second  is  to  drop  the  final  short  vowel. 

(3)  ...  manzil# 

A third,  attributed  to  .he  Tamim,  is  .o  close  the  line  with  an  invariable 

(4)  ...  yaa  abataa  HaUa-ka  Paw  Sasaa-ka-n# 

■ 1 „ (Sihawaih  II:  326,  trans.  follows  Lisaan 

‘O  father  your  wish  or  your  fear  (bibawain  3 

11:  473)- 

added  to  the  2MSG  possessive  pronoun  lea,  wmc 

indefinite  tanwin.  no  indication  in  the  Old  Arabic 

postulation  of  the  non-pausal  onns  the  non.pausa|  fonns  arc 

r"  in  — » »— ■*- 
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documented  by  Sibawaih  and  others,  summarized  briefly  in  sect.  1.6.3,  and  in 
the  phenomenon  of  ixtilaas,  discussed  in  sect.  2.4.1. 2,  old  Arabic  sources,  and 
tamtiyt/PifbaaS  (see  below). 

I would  therefore  like  to  adduce  the  following  point  in  further  support  of 
my  position,  based  on  data  from  Old  Arabic,  and  devote  the  greater  part  of 
t is  chapter,  beginning  with  sect.  8.2,  to  the  search  for  traces  of  short  vowel 
case  suffixes  among  contemporary  Arabic  dialects. 

Covcenmg  lengthened  pre-pausal  vowel  in  (2),  vowel  lengthening  of 
1 and  /u/ls  also  noted  hi  non-pausal  position.  Sibawaih  (II:  324)  terms  the 
phenomenon  tamtiyt  ‘pulling,  lengthening’  or  PifbaaS  ‘satiating’.  It  applies  to 
1 u ' lnstead  of  manzil-i-ka  your  abode’  the  genitive  -i  can  be  length- 

mportantly,  in  (5a)  the  genitive  -i  is  not  in  pausal  position,  as  it  is 
protected  by  the  final  -ka. 

(5a)  manzil-iy-ka 

W*)ldd  aPPear  to  produce  a final  vowel  parallel  to  the  long  vowel 
version  of  poetic  pause,  as  in  ((2)  = (5b)). 

(5b)  . . . manzil-iy 

vJT"Cal  l’Url,oses’  however,  there  is  no  motivation  lengthening  a final 
vowel  pre-suffix,  as  in  (5a). 

position  c ^^nhig  of  a case  suffix  occurs  in  pausal  and  non-pausal 
three  recitat'  °°  1 S 0rten‘n8-  ln  pausal  position  in  poetry,  two  of  the 
i,h  7 S,y  T1Ve  “““"S  a “ -C.  by  closing  the 

pausal  nn.it'  ” m 4 ’ or  ky  deleting  the  final  vowel  as  in  (3).  In  non- 
pausd  pos„,°n  S.bawa.h  notes  tha,  ptnallel  and  opposed  .0  «m*fi 

22,1  ^ «■  * reduced  a nJL  vowel.  This  is 

(6a)  manzil-o-ka 

altogether!1  P°etIT  SlbaWaih  cites  instances  where  the  case  vowel  is  deleted 


final  vowel,  whether  in  pausal  or^  't  °^°Sed  to  wa^  designating  a short-vowel  realization  of  a 
grammatical  status.  Its  opposite  realist  ^ ?0sa*on'  ^he  short  vowel  may  be  either  of  lexical  or 
some  examples).  This  ‘weakening’  nh  '°n  ^ 3 long  vowel  realization  (see  sect.  8.9  below  for 

attributed  to  Abu  <iAmr>  discussed  in  “ the  t axfiyf  or  Ughtening  tendencies 

and  reading  traditions  for  lenetheni™  V I.  “ “ Ch’  4 above-  AH  in  all,  terms  in  the  grammatical 
(these  last  two  used  only  for  word-fi™)0,!,3-?01?  VOWel  include  ?ifbaa<'-  tamtiyt,  itmaam,  and  wad 
are  ixtilaas  and  taxfiyf.  Other  termincU  *'  w^de  those  for  shortening  or  reduction  of  quality 
quality  of  a reduced  vowel.  W Such  38  ?ifmaam  and  rawm  further  specify  the  vowel 
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(6b)  . . . wa  qad  badaa  han-ki  min  miPrazi 

‘and  your  private  parts  showed  from  your  skirt 

(instead  of  han-u-ki  with  nominative  - u ) (Sibawaih  II:  325,  see  Lisaan  15. 367). 

It  thus  emerges  that  the  contrast  between  a voweled  and  unvoweled  or 
neutralized  [i]  - [u]  contrast  noun  runs  throughout  Sibawaih’s  description, 
both  in  what  is  traditionally  termed  pausal  position,  but  also  m non-pausal 
ones.  My  conspiratorial  interpretation  can  be  summarized  as  follows.  The 
tamtiyt  of  a long  vowel  is  unusual.  If  the  case  vowels  -i  and  -u  were  universa  y 
present,  there  would  be  no  need  to  lengthen  them.  Tamtiyt  can  thus  be  seen  as 
a device  to  highlight  what  normally  is  non-distinctive.  In  other  words,  in  non- 
pausal  position  there  normally  was  no  contrast  between  the  short  high  case 
vowels.  The  tamtiyt  rendition  is  a normative  counterweight  to  this  state  of 
affairs.  I thus  consider  ixtilaas  to  be  a normal  pronunciation.  By  extension  to 
the  verse-final  position,  the  pausal  rendition  is  equally  normal. 

1 can  note  two  objections  to  this  interpretation.  It  could  be,  pace  Birkelan  , 

that  ixtilaas  may  simply  reflect  a later  stage  of  the  language  where  case  endings 
have  become  indistinct,  as  Birkeland  suggests.  My  main  point  which  argu 
against  this  position  is  that  the  lack  of  nominative/genitive  contras  a 
reflected  in  the  neutralization  of  the  -u/i  contrast  in  the  txtilaas ^var  an 
reflects  the  general  non-contrastive  status  of  the  high  vowels  in  the  Ck*  ical 
language,  as  documented  extensively  in  Ch.  2.  The  weak  fonct.ond  oad  of  the 
case  endings,  documented  as  seen  in  Ch.  3 by  Comente  (1971. 1973  . - Y 
a reflection  of  the  lack  of  functional  contrast  in  short  vowels  in  gen„  L 
Historically,  the  short  high  vowels  in  Arabic  never  developed  into  fully 
contrastive  system,  either  in  lexical  or  in  grammatica  ter^  ^ 

I„  a historical  linguistic  perspective,  rite  eri.Iaas  vanan.  « 

interpreted  a.  1“  b^^^rrelikel,'  that  » functional 

foL^ttTen  wW  was  originally  » single  high i short  vowel  d^oped, 

probably  infinenceri  by  P^"^ 
contrast  between  nominative  and  g 
basis  of  Classical  Arabic. 

2 While  having  much  sympathy  for  Zwettler’s  fi97*  H5) ^r°^yp3(^dstill  employed  case  endings, 

variety  at  the  time  of  Mohammed  or  even  in  sources  does  not  permit  so  simple  a dichotomy: 

I believe  an  interpretation  based  on  ear  y gram"1  , jn  a poetic  register,  not  in  spoken  language.  The 
Zwettler  argues  that  case  inflection  was  presen  wQr^  eyen  in  poetic  and  Koranic  rendition  (see 

problem  goes  in  two  directions.  Aspomt  ou ' ^ system.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  hard  to 

Ch.  4)  can  be  found  evidence  for  the  lack  of  a * ^ on  a ,jvi  caM.  system  in  their  detailed 
deny  that  Sibawaih  and  the  early  grammarians 

grammatical  observations. 
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The  second  objection  is  that  this  interpretation  flies  in  the  face  of  received 
interpretations  of  pausal  phenomena.  Here,  however,  a careful  reading  of  the 
original  texts  is  detailed  enough  description  of  both  a case  and  caseless 
rendition  of  forms  to  throw  the  question  of  which  is  original  into  the 
interpretive  arena  of  comparative  linguistics. 

In  the  rest  of  this  chapter  I introduce  further  considerations  into  this 
debate,  which  continues  the  search  begun  in  sect.  3.4  for  traces  of  case  endings 
in  dialectal  forms. 

8.2.  Suffix  Pronouns  and  Case  Endings 

The  relevance  of  the  preceding  discussion  to  the  main  theme  of  this 
chapter  resides  in  a simple  observation.  Were  a case  variety  the  basis  of  the 
modern  Arabic  dialects,  one  would  expect  some  residue  of  the  former  case 
endings  in  some  part  of  paradigms  somewhere.  There  is  one  obvious  place 
to  look,  namely  in  the  position  before  the  object  suffix  pronouns.  Object 
suffix  pronouns  are  suffixed  to  the  case  ending  of  a noun  or  to  a verb,  to 
create  a possessive  construction  in  the  case  of  nouns,  a direct  object  with 
verbs.  Examples  are  given  in  (7)  (see  e.g.  (5)  in  sect.  1.6.4  for  more  complete 
paradigm). 

(7)  bayt-u-ka  house-NOM-your.M’  ‘your  house’ 
bayt-u-ki  house-NOM-your.F’,  ‘your  house’ 
yusaaSid-u-ka  help-IND-you.M’,  ‘he  helps  you.M’ 

The  positions  before  the  object  suffixes,  here  the  nominative  -u  and  the  verbal 
indicative  ending  -u,  by  definition  are  non-pausal,  and  hence  in  theory  would 
be  protected  from  the  pausal  reduction.  An  analogy  with  another  morpho- 
logical alternation  in  Arabic  will  help  elucidate  this  inference.  As  described  in 
sects.  1.4  (1)  and  5.2.4  (1),  in  western  Sudanic  Arabic  the  first  person  perfect 
suffix  is  protected  from  deletion  when  a suffix  pronoun  is  added,  as  (8b). 

(8a)  ka‘tab-0  ‘I  wrote’  vs. 

(8b)  ka'tab-t-a  ‘I  wrote  it’ 

It  is  reasonable  to  ask  whether  in  an  analogous  non-pausal,  non-word  final 
protected  position  the  case  suffixes  did  not  at  least  leave  traces  of  their  alleged 
former  presence  behind.  The  central  question  I will  discuss  in  this  chapter  is 

whether  there  are  not  traces  of  case  endings  to  be  found  in  such  protected 
positions. 
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8.3.  Pronominal  Suffixes,  Case  Endings  and  Epenthetic  Vowels 
in  Dialects 

This  idea  in  fact  has  been  put  forward  by  prominent  Arabicists, 

Birkeland  himself.’  In  discussing  the  presence  of  the  vowds  h.ghl.ghte 
boldface  in  the  following  paradigm  from  Cairene  Arabic,  Birkelan  ( 95  • - 

19)  suggests  that  they  derive  from  the  three  case  endings,  -u,  -a,  -1. 

(9)  rigl-u-hum  ‘their  leg’ 
rigl-a-ha  ‘her  leg’ 
rigl-i-na  ‘our  leg’ 

As  will  be  seen  in  sect.  8.7  below,  there  is  an  obvious  and  tegula.  phoMlogictJ 
explanation  for  these  vowels  a,  epenthetic  insert, ons.  Here  .W  ™*  be 
nrned  tha,  Birkeland  offers  no  independent  motivation  » explana  on 
other  than,  implicitly,  the  phonetic  identity  with  CA  case  suto.  There  nn 
obvious  explanation,  for  instance,  as  .0  why 

preserved  before  -ml,  - u before -hum,  nor  does  bIr^H9ml  cjqrlain  how  the  case 
endings  were  converted  to  non-morphological  CP™*'  ' , 

Another  excellent  Arabicis.  who  suggested  that  e^thetw^ vowels^ 
remnants  of  case  endings  was  Canttneau  (1937,  , s . (trjbes 

in  a discussion  of  dialects  in  northeast  Saudi  Arabia,  lor  . d yn  < 

of  the  SAnazi  confederation)  pronominal  'h“  ™ ““  “P 

ation  for  the  alternation  -ak  ~ -k  of  die  zMSG  object  suffix. 

(10a)  raas-ak  ‘your  head 
(10b)  bgar-at-k  ‘your  cow. 

, , „ csf  f1oa'i  is  the  remnant  of  a case  vowel  (voyelle 

Cantineau  assumes  that  the  -a  of  ( ) syllable  at-ak  > at-k. 

de  flexion),  which  in  (mb)  gets 

There  are  a number  of  problems  wi  ^ ^ ^ instructive  to  dwell  on  these. 

variation  in  terms  of  a case  remnan,  account  of  the  epenthetic 

First,  similar  to  the  problem  accusative  -a  should  be 

vowels  in  Cairene  Arabic,  it  is  flexional  vowels  with  this  suffix, 

maintained  to  the  exclusion  ° such  as  bgarat-ak  or  perhaps  *bagarat-ak. 
Second,  given  an  underlying  ...  why  the  ultimate  -a  is  deleted,  not 

Cantineau  offers  no  general  e exp  below,  on  the  other 

the  penultimate  (yielding  As  be 
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hand,  assuming  the  historical  epentheticity  of  -a  renders  the  distribution  of 
the  vowels  susceptible  to  explanation  by  general  rule. 

Thirdly  and  finally,  the  fiAnazi  dialect  described  by  Cantineau  has  a general 
constraint  preventing  sequences  of  two  open  syllables.  Thus,  bagar  ‘cattle’  may 
occur,  but  *bagar-ih  is  impossible.  In  this  case,  the  vowel  of  the  first  syllable  is 
elided,  giving  bgar-ih  > bgir-ih  ‘his  cattle’.  The  vowel-initial  pronominal  suffix 
-ih  induces  the  initial  vowel  reduction.  If  -a  were  a remnant  accusative  case 
suffix,  one  would  expect  that  the  effect  of  adding  -a  to  the  stem  would  have 
induced  the  elision  of  the  stem  bagar,  as  in  (11). 

(11)  bagar-a 
*bgar-a 

After  loss  of  the  case  suffixes  in  pausal  form,  this  should  give  stems  like 

(12)  bgar. 

These  are  not  attested  in  this  dialect,  however. 

Of  course,  one  could  say  that  the  sequence  of  events  was  as  follows: 

51.  Case  suffixes:  bagar-a 

52.  Loss  of  case  suffixes:  bagar 

53.  Inception  of  2 open  syllable  constraint:  bagar,  bagar-ih  — > bgar-ih. 

This  explains  why  the  ostensibly  identical  forms  in  (Si)  and  (S3)  yield 
different  results.  (Si)  existed  when  (S3)  did  not.  However,  if  this  is  the  case, 
it  is  unclear  how  the  vowel  in  (10a)  could  historically  be  a reduced  case  vowel. 
According  to  (Si)— (S3)  all  case  vowels  need  to  have  been  deleted  from  the 
system,  in  order  to  explain  (S3). 

fii  both  Birkeland  and  Cantineau,  therefore,  the  assumption  that  non-stem 
su  al  vocalic  material  is  a residue  of  a short  case  vowel  becomes  problem' 
atic,  as  soon  as  the  implications  of  the  assumption  are  thought  through 
systematically.  Nonetheless,  the  hypothesis  may  be  held  open  that  case  traces 
are  to  be  found  somewhere  in  stem  or  suffixal  material.  In  the  remainder  of 
this  chapter  I will  attempt  a reconstruction  of  the  object  suffix  pronouns,  in 
order  to  ascertain  definitively  whether  some  aspects  of  the  reconstructed 
forms  do  not  m fact  go  back  to  case  vowels.4 


vowels.  His  observation  mT,  lnterprets  the  v°wels  of  the  iSG  suffixes  -ah  -ik  as  original  cast 

endings  bees  far  more  oue  C °nginal  nominal  suffixes  were  also  carried  over  to  verbal  objec 
102)  opts  for  an  exnlanltfo  Z <S“  ako  ^stedt  and  Woidich  2005: 25).  Abdo  (19 « 
“ at  ria  metaffiesr  How  ^ ^ for  metathes‘s  <***  final  vowel  of  the  pronoun  suffix,  e.g.  -h 
H°WeVer>  n°  indent  arguments  justifying  this  solution  are  offered. 


8.4.  Syllable  Structure 

In  order  to  understand  a reconstruction  of  pronominal  forms  based  on  their 
form  and  distribution  in  the  modern  Arabic  dialects,  basic  syllable  structure 
rules  found  in  the  dialects  need  to  be  referred  to.  Various  dialects,  of  course, 
are  characterized  by  different  rules.  Three  rules  need  to  be  cited.  The  first 
relating  to  epenthetic  vowel  insertion  was  already  summarized  in  sect.  3-4-2 
(examples  (14),  (15))  and  so  need  be  repeated  here  in  skeletal  form  only. 

(13)  Linear  epenthesis 

(13a)  CCC  CoCC  (3  = epenthetic  vowel),  galb-na  ->  galtb-na  our  heart 
(13b)  CCC  ->  CCoC,  galbna  ->  galbi-na 

A second  widespread  rule  raises  a low  vowel  in  an  open  syllable. 


(14)  Low  vowel  raising 
kabiir  — ► kibiir  ‘big’ 
katab  ->  kitab  ‘he  wrote’ 


A third  rule  is  a constraint  slicing  only  one  open  syllable.  C, yen  two  open 
syllables  in  sequence,  either  the  firs,  wiU  be  deleted  or,  depend, ng 
pheme  and  dialect,  the  second  syllable  will  be  altered  m some  way.  Thts  rule 


(15)  Open  syllable  structure  constraint 
katab-at  ktib-at  ‘she  wrote’ 
bagara  — * bgura  ‘a  cow 

Note  here  .ha,  the  second  syllable  is  raised  before  the  open  syllable,  according 
to  the  previous  (14)- 


. A Data  Survey 

r the  following  analysis  the ^objert  Pr°n™™  ^scriSd^n'the  following 
lected  and  analyzed  according  op  and  ^ data  itself 

tions.  The  data  points  are  indicated  on  Map  3 1 for  their 

ed  in  Appendix  4-  In  is  avail- 

rceived  comparative  value,  ev  ^ meter(e-g.Khorasan  Arabic). 

le  about  them  for  a comparison^  JP^  ^ ^ country>  depend- 

astly,  however,  I strove  to  h , , diversity.  Yemen,  for  instance, 

5 on  its  size  and  intuitively  perceived  dialectal  d ty 
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though  geographically  small,  is  extremely  diverse  dialectally,  so  four  data 
p mts  are  included  for  it.  In  some  cases  I generalized  to  dialect  areas,  so  that 
or  instance  Nigeria,  Cameroon,  and  Chad,  three  countries,  have  in  total  only 
Uf  ''•r'u  ^ 6 podlts>  as  Arabic  spoken  in  this  region  belongs  to  one  dialect 
ese  orty-nine  dialects  serve  as  the  raw  data  from  which  a set  of 
reconstructed  forms  will  be  derived.  In  the  process  of  reconstruction,  I will  in 

f c 'u  6 10  secondary  developments  in  certain  dialects.  However,  the  main 
us  o t e reconstruction  is  to  derive  for  each  pronoun  a form  or  in  some 
, orms,  w ich  plausibly  needs  to  be  postulated  into  pre-diasporic  Arabic, 
hese  reconstructed  forms  will  then  be  examined  for  traces  of  case  suffixes. 

, ,e,  0 ° °^’  end  Pr°duct,  and  immediate  goal  of  this  reconstruction 

e c an  ed  here.  In  sects.  8.5-7, 1 reconstruct  object  pronouns  based 
n];r  fmp0rary  dialects  only.  There  is  no  dependence  on  Classical  Arabic, 
and  8 n assumed  Proto'Arabic  forms.  In  fact,  it  will  be  seen  in  sects.  8.8 

suffix  **  b °ri?S  W 3re  °ben  assumed  to  be  proto-Arabic,  e.g.  the  3FPL 
Unless  nth  ^ e'8'  BehfStedt  1991:  235)  themselves  are  problematic. 

Dre  diasn  ' e™is^.state  ’ reconstruction  itself  is  understood  to  be  that  of 
Z 7 A}**  Sect  The  ™ans  'pre-diasporic  form', 

peninsula  a^d  '!r  ■ • 5 l°  be  3 varietT  or  varieties  found  in  the  Arabian 
Admittedlv  ^h^  ^i"8  areas  at  the  time  of  the  Arabic-Islamic  expansion, 
adequate  for  a ° °rty'nine  dialects,  though  relatively  large,  is  not 

sample  would  1 At  * reconstructlon>  and  I would  fully  expect  that  a larger 
Hotever  the  3 ““f  of  reconstructions. 

Rather  minimall  8°  exercise  is  not  reconstruction  per  se. 

are  ultimately  d ^ l mtj  °d  t0  Sb°W  that  whatever  detailed  reconstructions 

°f  them  Wl1  ^e  positing  traces  of  case 

the  relativelv'richZ^111^ 10  CorTeIate  tlle  results  of  the  reconstruction  with 

modem  dialects  is  m ui  • 6 extent  to  which  reconstruction  based  on 
century.  This  is  done  ffi^ct.  8 9^  Cyewitness  observations  from  the  eighth 

tion  of  prt-dksptriV  fn°me  U is  interesting  to  go  beyond  a reconstruc- 
when  Z Pr0t°-ArabiC  °nCS-  - in  particular 

strument  of  comparative  reconstruction*  leads  to  a fairly 


As  opposed  to  cases  where  the 

such  as  substrate  effects,  which  entailsTd^*1^011  * pro,0"form  also  involves  ancillary  problems 
contact,  as  outlined  for  instance  in  sect  8 U?°  ^odcal  circumstances  of  the  groups  m 

«-6-6  m the  discussion  of  the  3MPL  object  suffix. 
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unambiguous  reconstruction.  In  these  cases  the  proto-form  will  be  identified 
as  ‘proto-Arabic’  and  marked  with  a double  asterisk. 

Before  beginning,  for  orientation  I give  a sample  paradigm  from  Standard 
Arabic  of  the  SG  and  PL  suffix  pronouns. 


SG 

PL 

1 

-iy,  -niy 

-naa 

2M 

-ka 

-kum 

2F 

-ki 

-kunna 

3M 

-hu 

-hum 

3F 

-haa 

-hunna 

In  the  1SG,  -iy  is  suffixed  to  nouns  and  prepositions  while  -niy  is  suffixed  to 
verbs. 


8.6.  Unproblematic  Cases,  Some  Easy  Generalizations 

A number  of  analytic  parameters  are  unproblematic.  The  following  pronom- 
inal forms,  for  instance,  show  little  or  no  variation.  In  the  following,  to  the  left 
of  the  equals  sign  I place  the  Standard  Arabic  rendition  of  the  suffix  for  ease  of 
reference,  not  as  a claim  of  historical  origin.  Note  that  general  phenomena 
such  as  generalizations  on  the  FPL  (sect.  8.6.3)  are  factored  out  and  treated  in 
individual  sections. 

8.6.1.  1SG 

1SG,  -iy,  niy  = *-i,  *'-i,  *-ni 

All  forty-nine  sample  points  have  the  same  segmental  form  for  the  1SG 
object  pronoun.  The  only  variation  is  the  different  stress.  In  most  dialects  the 
suffix  is  not  stressed.  In  five  it  is.  Four  of  these  are  the  sample  points  in  the 
western  Sudanic  Arabic  region.  In  Chadian  Arabic  both  nominal  and  verbal 
object  suffix  are  stressed,  in  Nigerian  only  the  nominal.  Were  the  stressed 
version  restricted  only  to  the  WSA  region,  they  would  be  seen  as  an  innov- 
ation, the  unstressed  variant  being  reconstructed  as  the  proto-form.  However, 
the  Bdul  dialect  in  southern  Jordan  (Petra)  also  has  the  same  stress,  and  in  fact 
stressed  iSG  forms  are  found  throughout  the  Sinai  and  into  northeast  Egypt 
(de  Jong  2000,  Behnstedt  and  Woidich  1985).  The  WSA  forms  probably  are 
related  to  these,  i.e.  ancestral  speakers  of  stressed  iSG  forms  broke  away,  some 
eventually  migrating  into  the  WSA  area.  Since  the  Sinai  dialects  are  quite  old— 
de  Jong  (2000: 13)  states  that  their  speakers  settled  in  the  region  in  pre-Islam.c 
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times — the  two  variants,  stressed  and  unstressed,  can  be  reconstructed  into 
pre-diasporic  Arabic.6 

8.6.2.  lPl 

tPL  naa  = -*na 

All  but  two  sample  points  have  the  tPL  form  as  -na.  Khorasan  and  Oman 
have  -ne.  The  raising  of /a/is  quite  common  in  Arabic.  Extensive  discussion  of 
one  aspect  of  this  process  is  found  in  Ch.  6 on  imala.  In  the  present  data,  raising 
of  the  3FSG  suffix  -ha  to  -he  is  also  attested,  in  Hofuf,  Bagirmi  Arabic,  and 
Khorasan  (see  next  point).  Oman  has  -ha.  It  is  therefore  possible  that  the  -ne 
variant  is  old.  However,  there  is  otherwise  little  support  for  reconstructing  a 
unitary  proto-split,  say  joining  the  ancestors  of  Khorasan  and  Oman  Arabic 
(*na  > na/ne),  at  least  not  in  this  data.  It  is  equally  possible  that  -ne  arose 
independendy  in  each  area,  by  analogy  to  other  a — > e changes.  The  systematic  - 
ne,  -he  forms  in  Khorasan  are  certainly  significant,  though  at  this  point  can  be 
regarded  as  a local  analogical  leveling.  Note  that  since  there  is  almost  no 
variation  on  this  point,  the  starred  *-na  can  be  taken  as  a proto-Arabic  form 
as  well. 

8.6.3.  Feminine  plural 

The  remaining  persons  may  or  may  not  have  a distinct  feminine  plural. 
FPL  as  a morphological  category  is  found  throughout  the  Arabic-speaking 
world.  If  a variant  has  it,  it  has  it  throughout  the  grammatical  system  (e-g- 
subject  marking  on  verb,  object  marking  in  pronouns,  FPL  demonstratives, 
etc.).  Loss  of  morphological  FPL  is  to  be  regarded  as  innovative.  Those 
dialects  which  retain  it  are  as  follows,  also  indicated  on  Maps  i-3-  In 
nineteen  sample  points  have  morphological  FPL,  40  per  cent  of  the  sample: 
Khartoum,  Shukriyya,  eastern  Libya,  northern  Israel,  Ajarma,  Bdul,  Najdi, 
Abu  Dhabi,  Rwala,  Oman,  Basra,  San’a,  Al-Nadhir,  Suwwadiyye,  al-Mudawwar, 
Uzbekistan,  Khorasan,  Bagirmi,  Nigeria. 


‘ an°7m°us  reader  for  °UP  points  out  that  Hebrew  as  well  stresses  the  final  - iyofthe  iSG  suffix, 

consirflrth  (I Ca  *°r  parade'  development.  In  general,  however,  Semitic  linguistics  needs  to 

, ,0f  angUage  contact  and  shift  when  parallel  features  are  found.  A feature,  for  instance, 

variety  onwardT  A S”me '(arietl,es  of Arabic  via  contact  or  contact  abetted  by  shift,  and  spread  from  that 
the  Sinai  vi  h ft  f ' u u ’ ^ instance>  coul<i  have  entered  a variety  of  Arabic  in  southern  Jordan  or 
a rew‘speakln«  Population  contact  in  this  case  being  historically  plausible, 
however  such  ,/i  UU'8  °"  mt°  WSA  area' Por  PurPoses  of  the  time  frame  covered  in  this  book, 

rincethe  orit* WOUld  indeed  W*A  with  the  southern  Jordanian/Sinaitic  varieties, 
since  the  ongmal  pom,  of  entry  would  have  been  southern  Jordan  or  the  Sinai. 
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8.6.4.  Dropping  the  h,  -*h,  *0 

Three  suffixes  begin  with  *h,  3FSG  - haa,  3MPL  -hum,  and  3FPL  -hunna  (using 
Standard  Arabic  here  as  a citation  form).  The  3MSG  form  is  treated  separ- 
ately. In  a number  of  dialects  the  initial  -h  may  be  dropped.  Two  general 
patterns  which  pertain  to  all  h-initial  suffixes  may  be  summarized  here. 

In  many  Mesopotamian  dialects  the  presence  of  -h  is  phonologically  con- 
ditioned, at  least  as  represented  in  the  grammars.  Christian  Baghdadi  may  be 
taken  as  typical. 

(17)  -ha,  -hum  after  V-,  katab-uu-ha  ‘they  wrote  it.F’ 

-a,  -um  after  C-,  katab-a  ‘he  wrote  it.F’ 

Dialects  represented  with  this  pattern  in  the  sample  are  Cypriot,  Aazex, 
Mardin,  CB,  JB,  Tripoli  (Lebanon),  Khorasan,  Uzbekistan,  Teerib  (Syria).  In 
Daragozii  (Jastrow  1973)  -h  deletion  has  gone  so  far  that  it  occurs  in  all 
contexts,  even  after  a vowel  (e.g.  katab-uu-a),  so  the  fi-less  forms  are  com- 
pletely  generalized.  Roth-Laly  (1979:  161),  writing  about  Abbeche  Arabic  in 
Chad,  also  represents  -h  deletion  as  a conditioned  variant,  as  in  (17).  In 
addition,  two  dialects,  al-Mudawwar  in  Yemen  and  Andalusia  have  h-less 
forms  in  the  3FSG  only. 

In  the  current  sample,  twenty  dialects  have  -h  deletion  as  a categorical  or 
variable  phenomenon.  As  is  often  the  case  with  variable  phenomena,  precise 
conditions  governing  the  variation  are  more  complex  than  a simple  distribu- 
tion such  as  (17)  describes.  Example  (17)  does  capture  the  basic  situation  in 
WSA  as  well.  However,  more  precise  variable  data  may  be  introduced  here. 
Analyzing  a 400,000  word  corpus  of  Nigerian  Arabic  (personal  data),  4.995 
tokens  of  -h  deletion  are  found.  The  most  basic  contexts  are  as  (17),  after  a V- 
and  after  a C-.  Examples  of  forms  and  their  percentages  in  the  corpus  are 
given  in  (18).  In  the  examples,  the  3FSG  -ha  suffixed  to  a form  of  the  verb 
katab  ‘write’  is  used  for  basic  illustration,  though  the  phenomenon  applies 
equally  to  -hum  and  -hinlhan.  Note  that  in  addition  to  simple  presence  or 
absence  of  an  /hi,  the  /h/can  also  be  completely  assimilated  to  a preceding 
obstruent,  devoicing  a voiceless  consonant.  I note  the  statistic  for  this  cat- 
egory without  further  comment  (Table  8.1). 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  -h  deletion  occurs  even  ,n  the  presenceof 

epenthetie  vowel  insertion,  as  in  (r«e,  < C,ab-,-a-ba  where 

As  a broad  percentage  of  all  eases,  the  h-del«,,on  rules  ,n  WSA  follow  the 
categorical  rule  in  (.7),  though  there  is  a good  deal  of  leakage.  In  (18b)  fh/is 
mlT^U^  maintainedthan  deleted  after  V-.  The  same  tendency 
is  disceJble  in  (,8a),  though  even  here  -h  is  mam.amed  more  than  ,s 
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Table  &i.  Deletion  and  assimilation  of  pronominal- h in  Nigerian  Arabic 


(a)  C-  katab-ha:  3,020 

(b)  V-  katab-oo-ha:  5,225 

(c)  CC-  katabt-a-ha:  85 


katab-a:  1,842 
katab-oo-a:  2,725 
katabt-a-a*:  428 


Assimilated  -h 


katap-pa:  421 


separatT  identhy^  ^ *W°  “ pr°nounced  with  a Hl  tone  contour,  aa  or  aa,  which  clearly  gives  each  vowel  a 

deleted.  However,  the  distribution  shows  a significant  association,  with 
-h  maintained  significantly  more  often  after  a V-than  after  a C-  (p  < .000, 
chi  sq  = 17.1,  df=i). 

no*  be  surprising  to  find  that  in  a corpus  analysis  of  Mesopota- 
mian Arabic  variation  of  the  kind  in  (18)  is  not  also  found,  though  for  our 
stone  purposes  this  point  is  not  essential.7  As  far  as  the  historical  inter- 
pretation goes,  pre-diasporic  Arabic  may  be  reconstructed  as  having  both 
1 ects  w ere  h is  always  maintained,  and  those  where  -h  was  deleted.  This 
toilows  from  the  basic  correspondence  between  qultu  Mesopotamian  Arabic 

e one  an  and  WSA  on  the  other.  Such  identical  phenomenon  do  not 
arise  independently. 

‘h i 3150  not,e<*  l^at  Sibawaih’s  description  of  /h/  as  a ‘transparent’  or 
Ihl  w™  !'Xa^\ see  7-1-3)  may  describe  a state  of  affairs  in  which 

^ C Cted'  Cltmg  Xali1’  Sibawaih  says  that  the  form  rudd-a-haa  is  as  if 
speakers  say  rudd-aa,  without  an  Ihl  present  (II:  163.  15).  This  would 

TnT  LP  aSPOriC  reconstruction  of  both  h-and  h-less  suffixes, 
ment  n eS°P°tai™a"  dialects  -h  deletion  is  related  to  another  develop- 
Hist^rt  ± °f  StreSS  t0  the  syUable  before  the  object  suffix. 
Swc  ff  TSS  u 15  COnditioned  by  a -CC  sequence,  so  that  in  Nigerian 

Arabic  for  instance  there  is  a contrast  between: 

(18a)  ‘katab-a  ‘he  wrote  it.M’ 

(18b)  ka  tab-ha  ‘he  wrote  it.F’ 

h’  the0nJy  difference  between  the  3MSG  and  3FSG  object 

suffix  after  a consonant  is  the  stress  placement. 

(19)  ka  ! tab-a  ‘he  wrote  it.F’ 

mian  toHc°M«eK  m identical  in  WSA  and  in  [he  Mesopota- 

b,C'  Arabic  has  taken  die  streaa  shift  a step  further, 

7 In  a quantitative  study  of  the  identical  ui  • 

documents  a variable  realization  rf  1 a -deletion  rule  in  Damascene  Arabic,  Ismail  (2004)  also 

~n  aner  a consonant 
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shifting  stress  to  all  pre-object  suffix  stem  syllables,  even  when  the  object 
suffix  begins  with  a vowel.  For  instance,  the  1SG  object  suffix  (nominal)  is 
unstressed  -i.  In  Mardin,  normally  addition  of  a V-initial  syllable  to  a 'CVCVC 
form  has  no  effect  on  stress, ' CVCVC- V,  as  in  ‘baqar  ‘cattle’,  'baqar-a  ‘one  cow. 
When  an  object  suffix  is  added,  however,  stress  uniformally  shifts  to  the  pre- 
pronominal  suffix,  no  matter  what  its  phonological  shape. 

(20)  ba’qar-i  ‘my  cattle’ 
ba'qar-u  ‘his  cattle’ 

ba'qar-a  ‘her  cattle’  (<  ba'qar-ha,  note,  minimally  contrastive  with 
'baqara  ‘one  cow’)  etc. 

What  apparently  happened  is  that  once  the  V-initial  suffixes  deriving  from 
initial  *-h  became  stressed,  the  stress  shift  was  generalized  to  all  V-initial 
pronominal  suffixes. 

Excepting  Uzbekistan  Arabic,  this  pre-pronominal  stress  shift  is  found 
throughout  the  Mesopotamian  area,  but  it  does  not  occur  in  WSA.  It  there- 
fore should  be  regarded  as  innovative  in  the  Mesopotamian  area. 

In  the  following  three  subsections  the  three  third  person  object  pronouns 
with  initial  h-are  discussed,  the  factor  of  presence  or  absence  of  /i-being 
largely  factored  out  of  the  discussion,  it  having  been  treated  here. 

8.6.5.  3FSG 
3FSG  -haa  = *ha/*he 

There  are  three  variants  ofthe  3FSG  in  the  data,  -ha  (43  tokens), -he  (4),  and  - 
a{h)  (3).®  The  forms  without  -a  are  due  to  h-deletion  discussed  in  the  previous 
section,  though  interestingly  one  of  the  dialects  without  h-  is  al-Mudawwar  in 
Yemen.  The  forms  with  -he  are  found  in  Khorasan,  mentioned  in  sect.  8.6.2 
above,  Bahariyya,  Hofuf,  and  al-Mudawwar.  In  addition,  -he  occurs  as  a 
conditioned  variant  after  a front  [i]  or  [e]  in  the  Bagirmi  dialect  of  WSA,  as  m 

(21) 

bagar-ha 

beet-he.9 

Given  the  wide,  if  relatively  rare  distribution  of  the  -he  variant,  I recontruct 
both  variants  into  pre-diasporic  Arabic.  Independent  development  in  Bahar- 
iyya in  Egypt,  Khorasan  in  eastern  Iran,  al-Mudawwar  in  Yemen,  Hofuf  in 

• The  form  -ee  from  al-Mudawwar  (Yemen)  is  counted  twice  here,  once  for  -ee  and  once  for 

U Mnfois  dialect  the  distribution  -beof  the  3FSG  suffix  P«ndr*e  vjgm  -eof  the  3MSG  suffix, 
beet-e  ‘his  house’  and  the  variant  -e  of  the  FSG  ad,ect.ve  suffix,  kabur-e  b,g.F. 
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Saudi  Arabia,  and  Bagirmi  in  Chad/Cameroon/Nigeria  is  unlikely.  It  is  per- 
aps  tie  to  the  imala  phenomenon,  discussed  in  Ch.  7.  Sibawaih  explicitly 
cites  mala  forms  of  the  3FSG  suffix,  as  in  Pan  yanzi<ia-hie  ‘that  he  take  it.F 
, , ’ 2^2'  21  ^ A complete  treatment  of  imala  including  final  -aa  would 

e m<>rc  ight  on  the  issue.  Furthermore,  as  seen  in  sect.  7.1.3,  /h / was 
rye  y Sibawaih  to  be  a transparent’  consonant  (xafiyy)  which  allows 

momc  m uence  from  a preceding  front  vowel.  This  is  the  same  condition- 
ing factor  as  behind  the  Bagirmi  forms. 


8.6.6.  3.MPL 

-hum  = *hum/*hun 

/ 1 eSSen]tially  ^3S  two  ^orms>  -hVm  (thirty-eight  cases)  and  -hVn 

in  th  ? Te  *S  USUa^^  tbougb  it  may  also  be  /i / or  /o/,  in  one  case 

Ii7!e  (Soukhne)  /a/.  It  is  tempting  to  see  the  -»  variant  as  a local 

Meson  t Cn  C aracter'zin8  many  of  the  dialects  in  the  Syrian  and  northern 

thfr Ta  ubUt  tW°  °f  the  ■"  sites  in  the  current  sample  are  from 

and  shift  n.w  ’ **  3S  een  Pr°Posed  that  the  -hVn  variant  arose  via  contact 

Resnondir  t raiC’ Whkh  ^ thC  PL  SUffix  * hon  (Brockelmann  1908: 310). 

develonment  ° !!•  *U8Best‘on>  Diem  (1973)  proposes  an  Arabic-internal 

via  analow  ^ masculine  Pronoun  shifts  its  original  -m  to 

via  analogy  to  the  feminine  form,  -hunna. 

realization  1°°  ^ °ther  band’  observes  differences  between  the 

area  S:7u “d  the  Mesopotamian/Syrian 

Syrian  area  cnnlH  h u • mascullne  ~n  forms  in  the  Mesopotamian/ 
in  this  respect  th  ^ ^ lnfluenced  bY  an  Aramaic  substrate.  He  adduces 

Aramaic  (S^ia,  SI  T C°mPareS  ",  “““ 

to  Aramaic  influence  For  Y The  final  ln  particular  points 

analogical  analysis  of  Diem  thoueh  d^hnStedtwould  aPPear  t0  accept  the 

Neither  DiVm  D , ’ 8"  does  note  Yemeni  specificities. 

Arabic  in  the  SudZ  take  account  of  lhe  -n  variant  in  Shukriyya 

there  is  no  general  rule  whkh1  C m0rpholoSical  specificity  of  this  feature— 
a unitary  source  is  most  l°  M “ Shukriyya  Arabic- 

whatever  its  source,  occurred  H V"  ^ lmpheS  that  the  mnovatlon’ 
innovated  in  the  Svri  iu  nCC  a°d  spread-  There  are  two  possibilities:  it 

peninsula  and  tao  ““  “d  sP™d  iM°  ,he 

into  the  other  two  regions  Th  ’ °T  m,the  Arablan  Peninsula  and  from  there 

though  here,  as  elsewhere  coi^h*^  °fmigration  ar8ues  for  the  latter’ 

the  first  case  the  hVn  a ' 1 oratmg  evidence  needs  to  be  worked  out.  In 
iV"  dwd»pn.ent  could  be  a post-diasporic  development 
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In  the  second  -hVn  would  be  a pre-diasporic  development,  originating  in 
Yemen  (Tihama  in  particular)  and  spreading  from  there. 

8.6.7.  3-F.PL 

3FPL,  hunna  = *hin/*han 

As  noted  above,  only  nineteen  of  the  dialect  samples  have  a feminine  plural. 
Seventeen  of  these  have  -hin,  two  have  -ban.  Despite  the  rarity  of  *han , its 
distribution  in  Bagirmi  (WSA)  and  al-Suwwadiyya  in  Yemen  suggest  it  may 
have  a common  origin,  which  would  be  pre-diasporic.  The  status  of  a 
geminate  -nn,  as  in  Standard  Arabic,  is  discussed  in  sect.  8.9  below. 

8.7.  More  Difficult  Cases 

The  following  reconstructions  are  more  complicated. 

8.7.1.  k ~ c variation  in  second  person  forms 

The  second  person  pronouns  have  an  initial  k-  or  k-like  element.  In  general 
this  consonant  displays  the  k ~ c alternation  which  characterizes  Arabic 
dialects  as  a whole.  Many  dialects,  including  all  of  those  in  Africa  in  this 
sample,  have  invariable  k-.  Eastern  Arabian,  southern  Mesopotamian,  Jor- 
danian, Israeli,  Palestinian,  and  Syrian  Arabic  have  a palatalization  rule, 
whereby,  historically  k -►  c [tj]  or  ts  before  a front  vowel  (see  Johnstone 
1963, 1967;  Holes,  1991)  as  in  ceef<  keef‘ how’,  diic  ( diits ) ‘rooster’  < dttk.  The 
palatalization  often  generalizes  to  the  other  velar  consonant  as  well,  g —> • dj, 
dz  or  even  y (giddaam,  d3iddaam,  dziddaam,  yiddaam  ‘in  front’).  The  palatal 
variants  of  *-k  are  part  of  this  broader  palatalization  phenomenon  and 
therefore  will  not  be  treated  as  a separate  variable  in  this  chapter. 

In  some  cases,  k — ► c generalizes  outside  of  its  basic  palatal  context,  as  in  the 
Soukhne  (Syria)  2PL  -cu.  What  probably  happened  here  is  that  the  2FSG 
palatal  form,  -ci  generalized  lexically  throughout  the  second  person  pronoun 
paradigm,  cf.  2MSG  -ac,  as  happened  in  certain  other  dialects  in  the  region 

(northern  rural  Palestinian,  see  Abdel-Jawad  1981). 

In  the  following  four  sections,  I factor  out  the  more  general  k ~ c alterna- 
tion, using  a simple  realization  with  k. 

8.7.2.  2F.PL 

2FPL  kunna  = *-kin/*kan 

For  the  second  person  forms  I depart  from  the  previous  order  (SG  > PL 
M > F)  in  the  interest  of  summarizing  the  easiest  cases  first.  This  begins  with 
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the  2FPL,  which  is  either  -kin  or  -kan.  Variation  between  HI  and  /a/  was 
a ready  met  in  the  3FPL.  Contrary  to  what  might  be  expected,  a far  larger 
number  of  sample  points  have  /a/  in  this  form  than  in  the  3FPL,  seven  of  the 
nineteen.  Both  of  the  -han  3FPL  dialects  have  -kan  as  well,  so  an  implication 
goes  from  han  > -kan.  In  this  instance,  given  the  rarity  of  -han,  one  could 
entertain  the  hypothesis  that  -han  arose  independently  in  different  areas,  by 
analogy  to  the  2FPL  -kan. 


8.7.3-  2M.PL 

kum  = *kum/*kun/*ku 

« Ihe”nt  kUn  iS  foUy  lsomorPhic  with  the  3MPL  variant  -hun  (sect. 
• • -3):  dialects  m this  sample  with  -hun  as  3MPL  have  -kun  as  2MPL,  and 
ersa  t ough  against  this  see  sect.  5.8.2).  The  discussion  around  -hun 
e ore  covers  this  variant.  Most  sample  points  (thirty- three)  have  -kum. 
our  of  the  six  with  -ku  are  in  the  WSA  area.  However,  the  Bdul  dialect  in 
ordan  as  well  as  Soukhne  in  Syria  have  -ku  (-cu  in  the  case  of  Soukhne),  so 

mnovati°n  can  be  ruled  out.  The  -ku  variant  is  a second  sign- 
cant  isogloss  linking  the  WSA  area  with  the  Bdul,  the  first  being  the  stressed 

havi  JCC  rUffiX  SCe  8'6a)’  which  strengthens  the  case  of  WSA  speakers 
having  specific  ancestral  links  with  those  of  Bdul. 

8.7.4.  2F.SG 

ki  (Pre-diasporic),  proto-Arabic  **-ki 

catedeTc^r8  ^ f°T’  2FSG>  2MSG>  and  3MSG  are  the  most  compli- 
The  recons^"8  d*??d  mdlvidual  attention.  I begin  with  the  2FSG. 
one  the  final  v ^ °i  ^ 2FSG  °hiect  suffix  entails  two  main  problems, 

in  turn.  ’*  *“d  °m  1116  form  of  the  consonant.  I will  deal  with  these 

att^tatioml^S^^^1116  8°eS  there  are  three  forms,  -Ci  (thirteen 
pronominal  forms  at  Xi ‘C  (two)-  Four  dialects  have  no  distinctive  2FSG 
Talmoudi  1980-  73  w8.  n;  a-  B°rg and  Azzopardi-Alexander  1997: 051  Susa: 

250,  325;  see  sect  Li)  and  ' ^ *“d  Tunis:  Singer  ^ 

As  indicated  in  the  sectionhe^  ^ t***  1S  aPParently  lacking  (Andalusia), 
proto-form  This  form  l u*  ^ "**  ‘S  1150  1116  same  as  the  reconstructed 

form.  Tire  ‘ - <■«  — - Standard  Arabic 

otherwise  derivable  via  general  rule  is  that  this  form  is  not 

accounted  thus-  ‘ Form  -iC  on  the  other  hand  can  be 


Bound  Object  Pronoun  Reconstruction  247 

The  -ki  form  in  many  dialects  when  suffixed  to  CC-requires  insertion  of  an 
epenthetic  vowel.  As  seen  in  sect.  3.4.2  ((14),  (15))  this  vowel  will  harmonically 
be  [i]  before  -ki. 

(22)  galb-i-ki  ‘your.F  heart’ 

Given  the  proto-form  * galb-i-ki,  the  final  -i  was  lost  in  the  majority  of  dialects 
(or  only  once  in  the  proto-ancestor  of  these  dialects)  yielding  galb-i-k. 
Subsequent  to  this,  what  was  originally  an  epenthetic  vowel  was  reinterpreted 
as  the  vowel  of  the  suffix,  -ik.  The  vowel  of  the  -ik  variant  is  thus  an  original 
epenthetic  vowel,  not  an  original  case  vowel  as  Birkeland  and  others  would 
have  it. 

The  following  argues  for  this  interpretation.  First  there  are  dialects,  two  in 
the  present  sample,  where  the  2FSG  is  simply  -C,  as  in  Rwala. 

(23)  galb-its  'your.F  heart’  (with  *ki  — ♦ ts  palatalization  as  in  sect.  8.7.1) 

Rwala  along  with  other  northeastern  Arabian  peninsular  dialects,  has  the 
following  distribution  of  epenthetic  vowels  (Ingham  1994m  17): 

(24)  Epenthesis  rule,  northeast  Arabian  peninsular  dialects 

CCC  -+CC-3-C  fift-c  -*  fift-ic  ‘I  saw  you.F’ 

WCC  — ► WC-3-C  rijaal-c  -+  rijaal-ic  ‘your.F  men’. 

In  these  dialects  a three-consonant  sequence  is  equivalent  to  a long  vowel  plus 
two  consonants,  an  equivalence  also  found  sporadically  elsewhere,  as  in  the 
Bagirmi  dialect  of  WSA.  After  VC  sequences  no  epenthesis  occurs. 

(25)  min-c  ‘from  you.F’ 

According  to  the  present  analysis,  these  dialects  represent  an  intermediate 
stage  between  those  dialects  which  exclusively  have  -ki,  an  epenthetic  vowel 
being  inserted  before  it  under  appropriate  circumstances,  and  those  dialects 
where  the  epenthetic  vowel  has  been  reinterpreted  as  a part  of  the  2FSG  suffix. 
The  final  [i]  has  been  lost  in  these  dialects  (see  below),  but  a short  [1]  before 

the  suffix  is  still  epenthetic.  ..  ..  cc 

A second  argument  pertains  to  allomorphic  variation  in  the  2FSG  suffix. 
A number  of  dialects  have  the  alternative  forms  -k  ~ -ki.  The  form  -ki  occurs 
after  a long  vowel  and  before  a further  suffix,  as  m Cairene. 

(26)  faaf-ik  ‘he  saw  you.F’ 
faaf-uu-ki  ‘they  saw  you.F’ 
faaf-kii-f  ‘he  did  not  see  you.F’ 
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Dialects  with  one  or  both  of  these  distributions  of  the  2FSG  include  Baskinta, 
ypnot,  Alawite  Turkey,  Damascus,  and  Shukriyya.  Given  original  -ki,  the 
maintenance  of  the  final  [i]  in  these  dialects  can  be  accounted  for  by  appeal  to 
complementary  conditioning:  The  final  -HI  is  lost  only  after  a C-,  so  long  as 

no  further  suffix  is  added. 

Third,  in  general  after  a vowel  no  dialect  has  a 2FSG  with  -fit.  This  fact  is 
accounted  for  if  the  [1]  was  originally  epenthetic.  It  is  not  inserted  after  a long 
owel,  since  this  is  not  a context  for  epenthetic  vowel  insertion  (see  (24)). 
Ihe  general  line  of  development  can  be  represented  in  four  steps  as  follows. 

12  3 4 

(27)  -*ki  -+(i)-kt™  —>(<)_* 

^SA;  Mes°P°tamian  qultu,  Uzbekistan)  maintain  the  original 

orieinal  00  th  S’ 0t  CFS  °n*y  tbe  consonant  (Najdi,  step  3),  while  in  most  the 
(step  4j . P< :nthetlCV°Wel  W ha^een  reinterpreted  as  a part  of  the  morpheme 

answered  ^°St  some  dialects  but  not  in  others  cannot  be 

syllables  wheth  Xn  a nvUmber  of  dialects  with  -ki  are  fairly  tolerant  of  open 
dialects  in  the  " ^ Sh°rt  high  0r  short  low  vowels.  All  four  WSA 

vowels  in  ODen^Tfhi’  °t  inStance’  bave  ~ki  and  are  liberal  in  allowing  high 
Arabic  and  th  Jba  ^ j ^ S<Xt  2'4'1'1^'  The  Bahariyya  dialect,  Uzbekistan 
ftSemnce  for-U,  l ^ in  Jordan  a«  the  same  in  this  regard.  The 

However  m ' % v™  be  a general  reflection  for  tolerance  of  a CV  syllable. 
accoXl  tor7  I ^ ^ h3Ve  -*  -variably,  -d  others  have  it 

vowels  in  open  syllables  Xth  ^ n0t  readUy  tolerate  short  high 

tolerant  of  nnPn  n ui  y tbe  Same  token,  dialects  in  Yemen  are  very 

~ r*b^r  0nly  POinB  have  -ki  after  « 

*2^?*  I B,ehnS,ed,'S  “““  Ms  »3).  m general  those  of  the 

the  sample  (Qau2)  ha's  ‘ki  hII'”"'  °f  ?P“  S,'llablt''1  and  >'et  onl>'  «"«  in 
the  form  of  the  2FSG  ff,  • eVCr’  ln  tbe  Case  many  peninsular  dialects 

^ andt^fb:r0?“np“ci Tr^‘ t*--™**** 

throughout  North  A frir-  u ’ noticeable  that  invariable  -ik  is  found 

vowels,  while  in  ma  ^7  varieties  tend  to  avoid  open  syllables  with  short 

'ate  a “• 

readily  allows  WGi  Ip  • </  hlS  1S  3 context.  m these  dialects,  which 

OWS  WCi  (e.g.  raarm  ‘having  thrown’).  Otherwise  here,  and  in  the 

discussion  in  sect.  3.4.2.  It  is7robabh  Zl*  themselves  should  not  be  part  of  proto-Arabic;  see 
allomorphic  variants:  *-ki  J ™^C™ra,e  to  represent  the  first  two  stages  as  contemporary, 
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North  African  varieties,  there  is  a strong  tendency  to  end  the  word  with  a 
closed  syllable,  which  the  -ik  form  provides.  The  maintenance  of  the  recon- 
structed proto-form  may  thus  be  broadly  correlated  with  syllable  structure 
rules,  though  working  out  details  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  book.11 

Turning  to  the  aflfication  of  the  suffix,  this  may  be  reconstructed  as  follows. 

(28)  -ki  — ► (i)ci  — > (i)c  — > ic 

?-  /i-  (*)/*'  — if 

As  noted  above,  affrication  of  the  2FSG  suffix  is  part  of  a general  aflfication 
tendency  found  in  northern  Arabian  dialects  and  those  adjacent  to  this  area. 
A full  reconstruction  cannot  therefore  be  carried  out  here,  though  the  reader 
can  be  referred  to  Holes  (1991)  for  a detailed  proposal.12  The  affricated  forms 
in  any  case  would  indicate  an  earlier  -ki. 


" I count  the  Qauz  form  -fcyas  -CV  (T.  Prochazka  1988: 126, 140).  A crosstabs  correlation  shows  the 
clear  tendency  for  -ki  dialects  to  allow  short  open  syllables.  For  this,  I correlated  two  variables  front  t e 
data  set.  One  is  the  form  of  the  2FSG  object  pronoun,  in  which  there  are  two  classes,  forms  with  final - 
i,  and  those  without  (i.e.  -lit  etc.).  Affrication  and  other  vanables  were  ignored.  The : second l variable  is 
the  form  of  a CaCaC  verb  when  a suffix  is  added  which  begins  with  a vowel.  The  3FSG  suffix  - Vr  was 
chosen  as  the  representative  V-initial  suffix.  This  potentially  creates  a sequences  of  two  open  syllabi^ 
In  Nigerian  Arabic  the  sequence  stands,  katab  + at  = katabat  she  wrote  In  Najd.  Arabic  ‘he  sequence 
is  not  allowed  and  the  first  vowel  is  deleted,  = tktib-at  she  wrote  {see  (15)  a ove). 
factors  such  as  the  raising  of  a low  vowel  in  an  open  syllable  and  affncation  are  ignored.  Generahzmg 
across  a number  of  further  vanables  (see  below),  the  correlation  is  as  foUows  The  fi^t  column 
represents  dialects  where  a sequence  of  CaCa  is  allowed  to  stand,  while  the  second  represents  those 
in  which  reduction  is  called  for. 

katab-at  katb-at/iktib-at/kitb-it  etc. 

-ki  10  3 

-ik  13  18 

df  1,  chi  sq  = 4.5,  p < 034 

The  correlation  gives  the  following  results.  On  the  one  hand  the  ik 

maintenance  of  short  low  vowels  in  open  syllables,  as  exemplified  in  the  3KG  pH* 
forms  are  distributed  between  the  syllable-structure  types.  In  a ch.  ^.'“‘’‘^J^Xbles 
significance,  indicating  that  the  two  variables,  form  of  zFSG  suffix  and 

d«  . high-low  »”  -74“  t* h”°"  Sir"  iod,  fc 

££  :■  - <****  . ™ <■-  - - «*'“■ 

Djidjelli,  Susa,  Tunish  The  zFSG  in  Anddua.  » ^xside  the  Arabian  peninsula  and  its  immediate 

vidXmffietr^ffiy^ 

3d  ml”  p^G^poric:  The  diasporic  populations  would  have  already  established  affneat. on- 
less  varieties. 
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The  affricated  forms,  therefore,  usually  indicate  an  earlier  *i,  which  in  any 
case  is  reconstructed  as  a part  of  the  proto-form. 

It  may  be  noted  in  passing  that  however  old  the  change  in  (28)  is,  the 
a ication  and  the  loss  of  final  [i]  apparently  occurred  at  about  the  same  time, 
as  *ere  are  dialects  with  -ki  and  -c  (reconstructing  *ci)  as  well  those  with  -ik 
. , lC'  . ere  *s  ak°  a dialect  in  the  sample  with  -d,  namely  Soukhne  in  Syria. 

. . 1S,  / ect  occurs  along  the  qultu-gilit  dialect  boundary,  it  may  be  that  the 
n t is  case  arose  in  part  via  contact  between  original  gilit-ic  speakers  and 
qultu  -ki  speakers  (see  Behnstedt  1994:  n4). 

A final  set  of  forms  found  in  four  peninsular  dialects  (Hofiif,  Oman,  Sana, 

f aVe  as  2FSG  suffix.  These  forms  are  cognate  with  the 

orm  -ft  discussed  at  some  length  by  Sibawaih.1*  In  (28)  this  line  of  develop- 

n t rePresentec^ as  parallel  to  that  of  the  affricate  variant.  The  - fi  variant  is 
attested  only  m Sibawaih. 

t-  ” ^°”oun  1 *lave  indicated  two  reconstructions.  The  wide  distribu- 
ld  ° ° 1 al’^  ^ indicates  a pre-diasporic  provenance  of  both.  At  the 

older  proto-stage  I assumed,  for  reasons  given  above. 

8.7.5.  2M.SG 

-ka,  2MSG,  *-k/*-ka  = proto-Arabic  **k  or  **ka 

affricated^6  ^ C°"S°n^ntal  variants  in  the  data,  one  [k],  and  in  one  case  the 
ody  fo  Soukh  [C]’itS])  CtC  (SCe  SCCt- W-  The  affricated  variant  -.occurs 
second  ner«  ^ wou^  Be  explained  as  a general,  local  leveling  of  the 

poster  of  [c,)  (see  sect- 8- above)- This  is  a locd 

have  /a/  -ak  <-  V°W^  ^°es’  tBe  majority  of  the  dialects,  thirty-four  in  total, 
Arabian  DenimH 006  3S  n°te<^'  Four  sample  points  have  -k,  all  in  the 
ZZZZSr*  **  '*«'  <“"■  Hofiif,  RtL,  Najdi.  The  remain- 

and  as  bo,1,  *‘tand 

steps  more  arbitrarv  th  k . ^ but  not  both-  Both  solutlons  inv°lve 

^ve  mo  b”"  in 

development  of  th^”  ” a““me  >ka  as  ,he  proto-form.  Given  this,  the 
development  as  Ute  F^'iTgiv^Tn^)^  f°UOWS  'he  “ ““ 

The  Old  Arabic  variant  kifd' 

(1992).  She  suggests  that  -/  deriv^1!!.PO!fble  C°"geners  in  Yemeni  Arabic  are  discussed  in  Watson 
however.  an  earher  stage  from  -ki  There  are  a number  of  views  on  this, 

U ^ “ in  ^ ^ "***  -*  as  some  rurai  Paieshnian  diaiects. 
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(29)  *ka  — + *a-ka  — » -ak 

The  [a]  before  the  prefix  was  originally  an  epenthetic  vowel  inserted  in  the 
same  contexts  as  (27).  In  this  instance  the  value  [a]  for  the  epenthetic  vowel  is 
itself  a reconstructed  form,  as  there  are  no  contemporary  varieties  with  this 
value  of  epenthetic  vowel  in  this  context.  However,  the  contemporary  para- 
digm in  sect.  3.4.2  ((15),  (16))  indicates  that  the  epenthetic  vowel  is  basically 
harmonic  with  the  vowel  of  the  pronominal  morpheme,  which  in  this  case 
would  have  been  -[a].  The  final  [a]  was  then  lost,  parallel  to  the  loss  of  [i]  of 
the  feminine  -ki  in  many  dialects.  The  epenthetic  vowel  was  reinterpreted  as 
part  of  the  2MSG  suffix. 

This  derivation  is  possibly  supported  by  one  dialectal  observation.  In 
Uzbekistan  Arabic  there  exists  what  was  etymologically  a participial  construc- 
tion in  which  the  original  object  suffixes  came  to  represent  an  agent.  The  basic 
form  of  this  construction  was  the  subject  of  sect.  5.4.2.  The  2MSG  -ak  suffix 
can  therefore  represent  a subject.  This  same  construction  allows  expression  of 
both  subject  and  object  via  pronouns,  in  the  first  and  second  persons  the  same 
object  pronoun  series  being  used  for  both.  In  (30)  the  suffix  -ak  is  the  subject. 

(30)  zoorb-in-ak  baqara  ‘you.M  hit  the  cow 

In  (31),  the  object  is  represented  pronominally  via  -nt.  In  this  case,  the  2MSG 
suffix,  otherwise  -ak,  takes  the  form  -akaa- 

(31)  hint  zoorb-in-ak-aa-ni 

‘You.M  hit  me’  (Zimmerman  2002:  93). 

It  could  be  that  the  -aa  which  appears  before  a pronominal  object  represents 

the  reconstructed  [a]  of  *ka.  c , . . . 

There  are  two  interpretive  problems  with  this.  First,  when  a Sub,ectd3b,ec 

sequence  is  represented  in  this  construction  by  two  Pro^oun^’  t e su  ,e 
always  ends  in  a long  vowel.  Thus,  whereas  unsuffixed  the  2MPL  is  -kum, 
when  a further  suffix  is  added  the  form  -kuu  appears. 

(32)  hintu  zorb-in-kum 

you.MPL  hit-in-you.MPL 

‘You.MPL  have  hit’ 

(33)  hintu  zorb-in-kuu-nii 

‘You  have  hit  me’  (Zimmerman  2002:  96) 

In  this  verbal  construction  in  Uzbekistan  Arabic  third  person  plural  subject 
fomts  use  the 

further  object  suffix  is  added,  an  -aa  may  appear  uo 
-aa  appears  to  be  optional. 


sr  5- 
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(34a)  haloo  zorb-iiti-aa-ha 

‘hey  hit-PL-aa-her 

‘They  have  hit  her’. 

(34b)  halaan  zorb-aat-aa-hum 

They.F  have  hit  them’  (Zimmerman  2002:  97-8) 

Whereas  in  the  masculine  form  (34a)  the  -aa  is  conceivably  etymological  -a  of 
-ttna,  m (34b)  it  has  no  correspondence  in  Old  Arabic.  Looking  at  ((30)- 
’ * ere  *s  tbus  clearly  a morpho-phonological  constraint  operative, 
m itating  against  a C-C  sequence  at  the  subject-object  suffix  boundary,  -aa 
sertion  a eviates  this  sequence.  Given  this  synchronic  situation,  the 
w ic  is  inserted  could  derive  from  etymological  -ka,  -iitia,  but  it  could 
k-  ^ °m  a kter  morpho-phonological  rule  specific  to  Uzbekistan 

aUeviates  C-°  ^quences,  as  stated. 

M(;r' 6 J^3  WOrks  Perfectly  for  those  contemporary  dialects  with  -ak  as  the 
2MSG  suffix,  it  is  problematic  in  other  cases. 

ParalUlT  ^ nortbeast  Arabian  peninsula,  the  2MSG  is  -k  alone. 

vowel  is  ° ! ? f SUffiX  in  these  dialects  (aU  Seated  -c),  an  epenthetic 

vowel  is  inserted  after  WC-  or  CC-.  Example  (35)  replicates  (24)  exactly. 

(35)  ^enthesis;ule,  northeast  Arabian  dialects,  2MSG 

WCC  w r~Cr  f'ft-ik  saw  you.MSG’ 

vs  min  l - ‘fr  3 C Slyuuf~k  siyuuf-ik  ‘your.MSG.  swords’ 
vs.  mm-k  from  you.MSG’ 

uVlnfeCn°en7hirSSlbleithat  [*]  W3S  loSt’  and  the  suffix  ~kwas  left> t0  Pick 

far  as  I can  tell  7/°^  **  ”eeded-  Tbere  is  no  evidence  for  or  against  this  as 
porary  forms  as ' ^ be  Proposed,  however,  on  the  basis  of  contem- 

situation  in  the  above  four  dialect!  V 2 “ replkates  the  contemporary 

2MSG  form  -ik  all  in  fact  in  th  ' Furthermore' most  q«ltu  dialects  have  the 
Daragozii).  In  addition  Bah  • 6 present.  samPle  (Cypriot,  Aazex,  Mardin, 

2MSG  reflex  in  exactlv  th^  ^ This  f°rm  is  exPlicable  as  1116 

morphologically  distinct'  'T*  W3y  the  Phonetically  identically,  though 

epeShetic^S^^  ^°f  ^ 2FSG  is  derived  <*»'  ^ 

now  - lit. 1 5 35  became  reinterpreted  as  a part  of  the  2MSG  suffix, 

From  the  region  enn  be  f H 

you.M  anywhere.  The  morphed"  fomTlS  makacm  ‘if  it  (a  small  bullet)  hits 

close  juncture  to  prevent  a CCC  seauen  ^ou>  w'(h  the  3 added  as  an  epenthetic  vowel 

morphologized  by  analogy  to  mt><lel  f°r  3 ‘CV  SUffiX’  ^ C0Uld 
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It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  pausal  form  -k  2MSG  is  noted  in  Sibawaih, 
bi-hukm-i-k  ‘by  your  judgment’  (II:  304.  18).  Interestingly,  his  example  in 
the  genitive  formally  replicates  the  allomorphemic  form  -ik  which  would 
appear  after  two  consonants  in  northeast  Arabian  dialects,  as  stated  in  (35). 
In  passing,  it  hardly  needs  repeating  that  there  is  no  comparative  linguistic 
justification  for  seeing  the  modem  variant  -ik  as  arising  from  the  genitive -i  + 
pausal  form  -k  Note  also  that  there  are  a number  of  instances  cited  in  this 
book  where  modem  dialectal  attestations  are  formally  identical  to  citations  in 
Sibawaih,  even  if  the  underlying  rules  accounting  for  them  are  different  (see 
e.g.  in  Ch.  3 (19)  and  n.  31).  This  mutual  shadowing  requires  resolution  at  the 
deeper  level  of  proto-reconstruction. 

In  many  North  African  varieties  (Fez,  Tripoli,  Mzab,  Tunis),  the  form  -ik, 
common  second  person  masculine/feminine  singular  form  probably  derives 
from  the  2MSG  -ak  > ik,  not  from  original  -it  In  most  North  African 
varieties  a short  low  vowel  in  an  unstressed  closed  syllable  is  raised. 

(36)  kammil  ‘he  finished’  < kammal 

The  normally  unstressed  -ak  would  regularly  raise  to  -ik  under  the  same  rule. 

The  problem  for  the  2MSG  reconstruction  *k  is  accounting  for  the  (a)  in 
other  dialects.  As  in  (29),  its  origin  would  be  seen  as  epenthetic.  However, 
motivation  for  the  value  [a]  as  opposed  to  [i]  needs  to  be  found.  Here  one 
could  to  appeal  to  analogy  with  the  final  vowel  of  independent  pronouns,  e.g. 
2M  inta  2F  inti,  as  well  as  appeal  to  an  avoidance  factor:  all  dialects  with  2FSG -tk 
have  2MSG  -ak16  The  [a]  value  would  be  a default  value  to  disambiguate  t e 
2SG  object  suffix.  However,  whereas  here  one  avoids  the  problem  of  the  arbitrary 
deletion  of  final  [a],  the  resultant  vowel  [a]  of -ak  is  partly  arbitrary  as  well. 


8.7.6.  3M.SG. 

hu  = *-hu,  possibly  also  *Vhu  , , , . 

The  final  suffix  is  basically  reconstructed  using  procedures  already  found  rn 
8.7.4,  with  the  feminine  singular  suffix  -H  No  conKmporary  drrdo^s  have 
invariable  -hu.  Ilrere  are,  however,  a few  dialects  like  Mardrn  and  AasK 
with  the  variant  -hu  after  a long  vowel  and  drcdecu i wrth^rr  before  anothe 
suffix  (Cairene).  This  parallels  the  altematton  of  the  aFSG  suffix,  -ik  ~ -k, 

noted  in  (26). 

(37)  faaf-uu-hu  ‘they  saw  him 

faaf-uu-huu-f  ‘they  didn’t  see  him 

. . slu  where  -ik  and  -ak  have  fallen  together  in  -ik. 

16  c™,  or,,,™  those  North  African  dialects  where 
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In  a few  dialects,  -h  alone  appears  after  a long  vowel,  as  in  Najdi  and  Hofuf. 

(38)  faaf-uu-h 

That  there  was  an  [h]  in  the  suffix  is  confirmed  by  the  Cypriot  Arabic  variant 
-x  after  a long  vowel. 

(39)  faaf-uu-x 

In  Cypriot  Arabic,  *h  regularly  is  realized  as  /x/. 

Most  dialects  have  -u  alone.  These  would  be  explained  by  the  same  chain  as 
the  second  person  singular  chains  in  (27)  and  (35). 

(40)  *hu  — > (u)hu-^>  uh~^>  u17 


der  this  interpretation,  the  -u  of  these  suffixes  is  an  epenthetic  vowel 

e o ogic  y.18  Note  that  in  this  interpretation  the  -hu  variant  might  also 
be  taken  as  the  proto-form  as  well. 

dlfefS’  ^ala’  San>a>  Bahariyya,  Najdi,  and  Suwwadiyye  have  the 
hnth  u 1 a n |3  *t*0n’  eastern  Libyan  Arabic,  according  to  Mitchell  has 

pi  ?■  , a ’ . ne  exP^anat*on  f°r  this  variant  will  be  given  below. 

/.I!"  13  e<fs  in  the  samPle  have  a low  vowel,  -a,  as  in  WSA  faaf-a  ‘he  saw 
Khoraca^6  'nCk  C WSA’  ELA’  and  Mesopotamian  gilit,  and  Abu  Dhabi  and 
These  miluTk  6 e*tension  of  the  feature  argues  for  pre-diasporic  status, 
dialects  th  C ^ ^ a sPec*a^  consonantal  harmony  rule.  In  many 

sonant  inH^  * * S°"caUed  Sahawa  syndrome  in  which  a guttural  con- 
duces a low  vowel  epenthetic  vowel  after  it  (see  sect.  3.4.2  (17)). 

(4t)  gahwa  -*  gahawa  ‘coffee’ 


dialectal  evidence  to  theexclus^n  of T^’  Who  s“”jlar|y  reconstructs  object  pronouns  on  the  basis  of 
forms.  Nishio  (1986- n)  sueaests  th  ■ ***!..  J^ra8*c-  He  deals  only  with  the  two  third  person  singular 
dialects  (e.g.  Shamma/)  “ various  northern  Arabian 

epenthesis)  vs.  -hu  (without)  In  feet  rt>W°h  • .most  be  comparable  to  my  second  stage,  -uhu  (with 
ranam-?  ‘his  sheep’.  No  epenthesis  is  ^ runs  *nto  a problem  in  the  context  -VC,  as  in 

(I  assume  the  stress  without  armimmt'ri  u **!  tE*s  context' so  the  form  ’hu  is  expected,  xa'nam-hu 
context  all  dialects  go  back  to  a -V  suffi  ^ 'w  I*owever’  su<-h  a reflex  is  unattested.  Instead,  in  this 
Shammar  rnem-o,  etc.  In  the  present*1  t,  ’ *’*’  l A xamm~a  ‘his  sheep’,  ELA  ur'nim-ih  or  urnim-a, 
rule.  I leave  this  context  open  as  a nrnhl  ””5’  **  vowel'lnitial  suffix  is  provided  by  a vowel  epenthesis 
out  which  is  crucial  to  this  chanter  l"™5  so'ut'ons  might  be  proposed,  but  one  can  be  ruled 

18  h does  not  appear  plThfe  to  irZul^  ^ V°Wd  ba*  *o  a case  suffix. 

7-6.4).  Given  the  pre-diasporic  *-hu.  1111  Uk*  *°rm  totbe  h-deletion  third  person  pronouns  (sect, 
that  many  dialects  which  do  not  have"rtie  h.A  1 *"c“edsimP15r  by  deleting  the  - A A major  problem  is 
and  Tunisia  as  well  as  Maltese  in  thi  ,e  ( on  ru  e’  those  in  Morocco,  Mauritania,  Algeria, 
necessary  to  postulate  the  -h  deletion  o^yTthejMS^Trfem'  3MSG  ^ “ W°UM  ** 
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In  (41),  the  /hi  induces  insertion  of  /a/  after  it  (similarly  ahamar  < ahmar  red, 
bfiarif  < bfirif‘ he  knows’  etc.).  It  could  be  that  in  this  case  the  following  -h 
induces  insertion  of  the  epenthetic  vowel  [a]  rather  than  [u],  as  in  (42). 

(42)  *hu  — ► a-hu  — > ah  — ► a 

One  problem  with  this  suggestion  is  that  in  attested  contemporary  dialects, 
the  epenthetic  vowel  is  either  harmonic  with  the  vowel  of  the  suffix,  or  has  the 
default  value  [i].  As  an  alternative,  one  could  reconstruct  two  variants  of  the 
3MSG,  one  a high  vowel,  one  a low.  One  small  piece  of  evidence  in  favor  of 
this  perspective  comes  from  eastern  Libyan  Arabic.  This  has  two  variants,  -ih 
after  a high  vowel/non-guttural  consonant  and  -ah  or  -a  after  a low  vowel/ 
guttural  consonant.  ELA  is  one  of  a number  of  dialects  where  [i]  and  [a] 
alternate  morpho-phonemicaUy  elsewhere  as  well,  for  instance  harmonically 
with  the  vowel  of  the  stem.  In  the  following,  for  instance,  the  preformative 
vowel  has  the  values  [a]  or  [i]  according  to  the  stem  vowel. 

(43a)  t-a- frab  ‘she  drinks’ 

(43b)  t-i-ktib  ‘she  writes’ 

If  this  alternation  goes  back  to  pre-diasporic  Arabic,  which  I believe  to  be  the 
case  (see  sect.  2.4.2  (25)  for  related  evidence),  it  could  be  that  the  epenthetic 
vowel  was  determined  harmonically,  some  varieties  (Rwala,  Bahanyya,  etc.) 
then  generalizing  -ih,  others,  as  above,  -a,  and  ELA  maintaining  both. 

(44)  (a)Cgut-h  — > (a)Cgut-a-h 
(i/u)C-h  — (i/u)C-i-h 

Unde,  this  interpretation  there  are  wo  3MSG  pre-diasporic  forma,  distin- 
guished primarily  by  epenthetic  vowel  rule.  One  form,  -hu,  tnduos 
the  epenthetic  vowel  M,  as  in  <*».  The  other,  other  -to  or  -fc  » tod 
to  the  rule  (4 4).  Final  vowel  length  is  not  dealt  with  in  this  book  (see  Ch. 

3 nn.  25,  27). 

ft  ft  Trarw? 

In  the  following  table  for  a general  orientation  the  results  ofthe  — ^ 

which  are  identical  in  Classical  Arabic  and  the  cunent  mdependent  recon- 
struction  based  on  modem  dialects. 
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(45)  Classical  Arabic  Reconstruction  on  basis  of  comparative  dialectal 
evidence 
1 

SG 


-iy,  -my 

-i,  ni,  'i 

PL.  -naa 

na 

2 

MSG.  -ka 

ka  or  k 

F-ki 

ki 

PL 

M -kum 

kum/ku 

F -kunna 

kin/kan 

3 

SG 

M -hu 

hu 

F -haa 

ha/he 

PL 

M -hum 

hum/hun 

F -hunna 

hin/han 

Dartirnla^  ( Pronouns’  a reconstruction  of  V,  rather  than  specifying  a 
r n2IT  qU^°r  °f  CHC’  Where  H = * high  vowel,  is  perhaps 
non  contrast’  S 1 Ch‘  2>  short  hiSh  vowels  HI  and  /u/  are  often 
modem  dfatl  "n  °,  “ free  Variation  both  in  classical  sources  and  in 

book  (see  Ch.  3^!  25,  ^ ^ With  somatically  in  this 

Note  s Thp  k ° ^araj'.?T1S  ran8e  from  outright  identity  to  minor  difference. 

has  a final  tia  ( !^CSt  ’ erence 's  m the  feminine  plural  forms,  where  CA 

rdathdzed  2 laddn8 in  «**  *alects.  This  difference  will  be 

relativized  considerably  m sect.  8.9  below,  however. 

vow^wWcMteri8  ^ ^ in  detail  **  ^orical  status  of  the 

the  object  Dron  epenthetlc>  which  either  occur  in  various  contexts  before 

**  PerSOn  Plural  ^s,  or  have  been 

(sect.  8.7.2/3)  Pa  ° 1116  SUffix>  3S  ln  the  second  person  singular  forms 

CantineauandSLlIndlnlect3^^7  discussi°n  f 

of  say  2F  -ik  and  2M  nl  e 2> one  assumption  has  been  that  the  vowels 

3 9 )■  As  noted  already  m a number  of  places,  the 
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existence  of  case  vowels  in  Old  Arabic  and  their  ‘loss’  in  Neo-Arabic  has  been 
used  as  a prime  structural  marker  of  the  difference  between  the  two  varieties. 
However,  there  are  few  convincing  instances  of  traces  of  these  vowels  in  the 
dialects.  Such  would  be  expected  if  a case-variety  was  at  all  an  ancestor  of  the 
modern  dialects.  The  suffix  pronouns  therefore  are  an  important  test  case. 
The  question  here  is  in  what  sense  the  relevant  vowels  are  in  fact  a missing  link 
between  Old  Arabic  and  Neo-Arabic. 

Problems  relating  to  this  interpretation  have  already  been  alluded  to  in  sect. 
8.2.  In  this  section  I will  outline  five  reasons  why  the  reconstruction  of 
pronominal  suffixes  argues  for  an  epenthetic  vowel  status,  either  in  a syn- 
chronic or  in  a synchronic  and  diachronic  sense.  They  have  no  etymological 
relationship  to  an  original  case  vowel.  Furthermore,  there  is,  in  general,  no 
evidence  from  the  protected  stem  + object  suffix  position  which  shows  a trace 
of  a case  vowel.  All  discussion  here  relates  to  data  discussed  above  already,  so  I 
will  be  perfunctory.  The  main  argumentation  refers  to  reconstructed  forms, 
those  which  can  be  taken  back  to  pre-diasporic  Arabic. 

1.  -h  deletion  and  assimilation.  In  the  third  person  forms  in  many  dialects 
the  initial  -h  (- hu , ha,  hum,  hin)  is  lost  in  various  contexts.  Most  frequently, 
they  are  lost  after  a consonant,  maintained  after  a vowel.  Obviously,  the  post- 
consonant deletion  is  explicable  only  in  a system  where  there  is  no  intervening 
vowel,  which  the  case  marker  is  (see  paradigm  in  (7)  above).  Since  the  h- 
deletion  varieties  are  reconstructed  back  to  pre-diasporic  Arabic,  it  follows 
that  this  variety  lacked  the  case  inflectional  vowel.  A similar  argument  applies 
to  those  cases  where  an  -h  is  assimilated  to  a preceding  voiceless  consonant 
(not  discussed  extensively  in  this  chapter). 

2.  Stem  form  change.  This  argument  has  been  explained  above,  in  the 
discussion  of  Cantineau’s  observations.  Cantineau  assumes  that  the  /a/of  the 
2MSG  -ak  is  a remnant  of  the  accusative  case.  However,  in  the  SAnaza  dialect 
in  the  form  bgar-at-k  ‘your  cow’  from  * bagarat-a-ka,  there  is  no  explanation 
as  to  why  the  syllabification  has  the  outcome  which  it  does,  with  the  first 
vowel  and  the  case  vowel  but  not  the  other  vowels  deleted. 

3.  Epenthesis.  The  epenthesis  rules  needed  to  account  for  the  appearance 
of  vowels  before  object  suffixes  are  in  many  dialects  identical  to  those  in  other 
contexts.  In  the  eastern  Libyan  dialect,  for  instance,  there  is  a general  rule 
which  inserts  a vowel  in  a CCC  context,  as  CCC  - CoCC.  This  is  illustrated  in 
sect.  8.4  above,  as  well  as  in  Chs.  3 and  6. 

(46)  galb-na  — > galib-na  our  heart 
yi-ktb-u  — > yikitbu  ‘they.M  write’ 
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This  rule  has  a wide  distribution  among  dialects,  suggesting  that  it  is  a pre- 
diasporic  relic  which  acted  on  caseless  forms. 

Similarly,  a number  of  Arabian  peninsular  dialects  have  an  epenthetic  rule 
which  is  sensitive  only  to  the  quantity  of  the  final  stem  syllable.  For  all  suffixes 
beginning  with  a consonant  (-k,  -c,  -ha,  -na,  -kum,  -cin,  hum,  -hin)  the  rule  is: 

(47)  insert  an  epenthetic  vowel  after  VYC-  or  CC-  stems,  otherwise  do  not 
insert. 


This  yields,  for  instance,  the  contrast, 

(48)  rijaal-ic  ‘your.F  men’ 
bugar-c  ‘your.F  cattle’. 

The  phonological  basis  of  the  rule  is  clear,  and  I think  it  would  be  linguistic- 

y perverse  to  suggest  that  the  [i]  of  -ic  is  somehow  a remnant  of  a genitive 
case  suffix. 

4 Vowel  harmony.  The  form  of  the  epenthetic  vowels  are  adequately 
accounte  or  by  simple  rules  of  vowel  harmony  or  assimilation.  The  value 

l J vs.  aj  m the  following  is  straightforwardly  a fimction  of  the  vowel  of  the 
pronominal  suffix. 

(49)  darb-i-ki  ‘your.F  road’  (Nigerian  Arabic) 
darb-a-ha  ‘her  road’ 

(-a)  ci  ffi°  ^eedto  see  the  remnants  of  a genitive  (- j)  or  an  accusative 

before  a perf1*118  Such  WOuld  lead  to  the  question,  why  a genitive  survives 
Ch Talr  H f°™  “d  an  native  before  a 3FSG.  As  pointed  out  in  n.  31  in 
vowel  Fa  ^ m , 1 awapt an  identical  rule  of  epenthetic  vowel  insertion  with 
Ch.  409)  determined  by  the  Pronominal  suffix  can  be  found  (II:  163, 

interD^^erS\0n  °*jepenthetic  vowel  status.  In  the  2FSG,  2MSG  (under  one 
SL  et  T 3Mf  °bjeCt  recon^ctions  it  was  posulated  that  an 
noun  suffix  ”1  f ^ VOWe  jbecame  morphologized  as  part  of  the  object  pro- 
suffix -u  of  rna  faCt’  aCCOrdmg  t0  the  reconstruction  chain  in  (40),  the  3MSG 
The  conversi  7 C°ntcmPorary  dialects  arises  solely  as  an  epenthetic  vowel, 
is  reo  Wd  b 15  , Y ^ °fan  °riginal  epenthetic  vowel,  whose  presence 

o^Z  cL  loT  Ph°n0,°^  "*■  3 above),  J,  of  - 

SenImLthZ  five  phenomena.  (,)  Some  of  the 

a vowel  beforea  U'effiSUffixatK10n  to  a voweUess  stem  for  their  realization,  (2) 
vowel  before  a suffix  can  be  exhaustively  explained  as  an  epenthetic  vowel, 
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and  (3)  there  is  no  need  to  see  in  these  epenthetic  vowels  the  remnants  of  a 
case  suffix  origin,  nor  is  there  any  evidence  from  reconstruction  that  the 
epenthetic  vowels  derive  from  old  case  markers.  In  short,  there  is  nothing  in 
a comparative  study  of  the  origin  of  the  dialectal  object  pronoun  suffixes 
which  hints  at  case  traces. 

8.9.  Harris  Birkeland  and  Old  Arabic  Object  Pronoun 
Reconstruction 

It  is  appropriate  to  end  this  chapter  by  returning  to  Birkeland  s ideas.  Birke- 
land reconstructs  only  the  object  pronouns  to  the  extent  that  they  are 
problematic  within  the  Old  Arabic  literature.  Four  forms  he  deals  with  are 
relevant  to  the  current  discussion.  In  these  Birkeland  follows  August  Fischer 
(1926)  and  others  (e.g.  Reckendorf  1895/1967):  39°>  Brockelmann  1908.  309- 
10)  assuming  the  following  proto-forms.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that 
A.  Fischer,  whom  Birkeland  most  heavily  relied  on,  can  hardly  be  said  to  have 
reconstructed  anything.  While  his  1926  article  has  a wealth  of  observations 
from  a panoply  of  Old  Arabic  sources,  his  conclusion  (1926: 402)  has  more  the 
character  of  a census  than  a reconstruction.  He  writes,  for  instance  that  hu 
generally  was  realized  as  hud  (‘hu  lautete  im  allgemeinen  hud).  That  more 
sources  cite  huu  than  -hu  or  another  variant  is  hardly  criterial  in  the  com- 
parative method,  however.  In  any  case,  Birkeland  assumes  the  following 
proto-forms,  which  are  also  often  assumed  today  (e.g.  Fischer  1972: 126). 

(50)  *-huw  3MSG19 
*-hiy  3FSG 
*-humuw  3MPL 
*-kumuw  3FPL 

Birkeland  derives  variant  forms  as  later  developments.  There  is  a problem  in 
this  approach,  however,  when  the  issue  is  limited  to  the  Old  Arabic  sources. 
The  basic  problem  is  that  the  set  of  forms  in  (50)  is  not  the  only  variants 
attested  in  the  classical  literature,  which  means  that  (50)  is  a reconstruction 
which  itself  needs  to  be  justified. 

« Nishio  (1986:  „)  on  the  basis  of  reconstruction 

allomorphic  3MSG  object  suffix  *hu/huu^he  former  aft  ^ h reconstruction  of  ,he  3FSG 
reconstruction  of  this  form,  ^^^.^"^^o  Lte  tha,  whereas  for  the  3FSG  a length 
form  -halhaa.  1 will  not  go  into  a.v.lnr>ments  in  some  dialects  (e.g.  Shammar  jmal-ah  'her 

tss  * - - — — “ 

found  for  the  3MSG  suffix. 
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, 1 tb,e8m'h"diSACULSsion  here  wth  the  3SG  forms.  There  are  three  forms  noted 
or  the  3MSG.  A bas.c  distribution  for  these,  found  for  instance  in  Farra? 
U.  223)  and  in  the  QiraaPaat  literature  (Ibn  Mujahid,  130),  are  described  as 
bemg  m complementary  distribution,  -hu  and  -huw.  -hu  occurs  after  a long 
vowel,  -huw  after  a short  vowel  or  consonant. 

(51)  daraba-huw  ‘he  hit  him’. 

Salay-hiy  ‘on  him’ 


(52)  Pabaa-hu  ‘his  father’ 

xuduw-hu  ‘take.MPL-him’  (Sibawaih  II:  318,  ch.  502) 

Sibawaih  dbudon  *s  oben  represented  as  Classical  Arabic  par  excellence. 
thatrLTVer’  rs  VariantS  here-  Besides  (52),  he  notes  (II:  318.  t3) 
as  well  eve  ^”7^7  3 l0ng  V°Wd  88  in  Pa^abat~hu  ‘she  hit  him’  is  ‘Arabic’ 
fact  an'near  t 7 *7®  {?ltmaam^ is  here.  The  complementarity  in 

formsTre  A phenomen°n-  In  pausal  position  only  the  short 

are  -hu  or  -h  ot  llth  ^ “ 001  ***“  ^ 

and  al-PASmash  alternative  in  the  Koranic  readings  ofSAasim 

3 ?AWh’  Where  the  fonn  ends  in  -h  (I:  223,  also  I:  388). 

(53)  Paxaa-h  ‘his  brother’ 

There  „e  also  bedouins  who  realize  ,he  pronoun  with  -h  after  a vowel. 

(54)  darab-tu-h 
"I  hit  him’. 

ably  use  the  form^^never-hu^  bed°UmS  Wh°’ il  may  be  inferred>  invari‘ 

summary  ?s  M^miallv 77ahids  basic’  which  is  to  say  initiaI 
realization  as  in  (51)  referred  t aWa‘hs. (52)),  with  the  short  vowel 
sect.  8.1).  However  Ibn  m,  • 7 having  311  uctilaas  (130)  realization  (see 

such  as  KisaPi  who  in  cerf  ' * S°  n°tCS  that  tbere  are  sports  of  readers 

have  the  realization  -hu,  yara-hu^hTu^Z eXpeCt  ~kUW 
TAsim  and  Ibn  Amr  vn  u ud  see  bim  and  others  who  have -h,  like 

al».ys  to  h,«  Slth  T1'  'b;  °"  °th“  h“d  » 

forget  it’.  In  the  Oirim?n„+ 1 , ng  ~huw'  e-8-  Pansaaniy-huw  ‘he  made  me 
the  QiraarW  literature,  therefore,  all  variants  are  attested. 


Bound  Object  Pronoun  Reconstruction  261 

For  the  two  plural  forms  in  (50),  Sibawaih  notes  that  in  context  position 
there  is  free  variation  (kunta  bi-l-xiyaar  Pin  JiPta  hadafta  wa  Pin  JiPta 
PaObatta,  II:  319.  8). 

(55)  'ialay-kumuw  ~ ?alay-kum  maal  ‘You.MPL  have  wealth’ 
laday-himiy  ~ laday-him  maal 

Sibawaih  explains  here  that  the  -uw or  -iy  may  avoid  a short  variant,  -kumu,  - 
humu,  since  one  motivation  for  using  the  -m  final  form  is  to  avoid  sequences 
of  open  syllables,  and  retaining  a short  vowel  at  the  end  would  be  counter- 
productive to  this  purpose  (see  Ch.  2 (21)).  However,  should  the  need  for  a 
short  vowel  occur,  a -u  or,  harmonically,  an  -i  will  be  appended.  From 
Sibawaih’s  examples  the  need  arises  when  in  context  a sequence  of  three 
consonants  would  otherwise  occur.  In  the  following,  the  final  -u  is  considered 
a shortened  form  of  -humuw,  not  an  epenthetic  vowel. 

(56)  Salay-himu  l-maal  ‘they  owe  money’ 

In  the  QiraaPaat  as  well  both  V- final  and  m-final  forms  vary  (Ibn  Mujahid, 
108-12). 

Before  coming  to  a general  conclusion,  it  is  relevant  to  discuss  remaining 
object  pronominal  forms,  even  if  these  were  not  explicitly  dealt  with 
by  Birkeland.  These  are  the  feminine  plural  forms  and  the  second  person 
singular: 

(57)  -kunna  2FPL 
-hunna 3FPL 
-ka  2MSG 
-ki  2FSG. 

As  noted  above  in  sect.  8.8,  in  regards  to  the  feminine  plural  forms,  the 
reconstruction  in  the  dialect  forms  (see  sect.  8.6.7),  appears  to  differ  slightly 
from  Sibawaih’s  forms,  represented  in  (57).  However,  this  difference  needs  to 
be  relativized.  In  most  dialects  with  a feminine  plural,  there  are  no  or  few 
contexts  where  a ftirther  morpheme  can  be  added  to  an  object  pronoun. 
Dialects  with  the  FPL,  for  instance,  happen  not  to  be  those  which  suffix  a 
negative  -/at  the  end  of  a word.  One  can  look  at  the  comparable  FPL  subject 
suffix  on  verbs,  however,  either -in  or  -an,  depending  on  dialect.  In  WSA  it  is 
-an.  When  a ftirther  vowel-initial  suffix  is  added,  the  [n]  doubles,  as  in 

Nigerian  Arabic, 

(58)  katab-an  ‘they.F  wrote’ 
katab-an-n-a  ‘they.F  wrote  it.M’ 
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The  [n]  also  geminates  before  a direct  object  beginning  with  the  definite 
article: 

(59)  Pirf-ann  aj-jaar 

know-FPL  DEF-neighbor 
‘They  know  the  neighbor’. 
fthim-ann  al-kalaam 
understood-FPL  DEF-matter 
‘They.F  understood  the  matter’. 

Such  forms  are  comparable  to  the  CA  FPL  object  suffix  forms  - kunna,  -hunna 
in  having  a geminate  -nn. 

In  Old  Arabic  the  pausal  status  of  the  FPL  forms  are  somewhat  puzzling. 

> \A  v^\°  S/tan  3r^  *nterPretation,  in  pausal  position  the  final  short  /a/ 
should  be  lost  (see  (1)  above). 

(6°a)  bayt-u-kunna#  — > bayt-u-kunn#  ‘your.FPL  house’ 

(60b)  bayt-u-hunna#  ->  bayt-u-hunn # 

pausal1  po^tffinf  - ^ “ UnaCCeptable  double  consonant  sequence  in  pre- 

pause^nes  d<’eS  note  via  example  that  the  verbal  subject  2FPL  - tunna  may  in 
pause  appear  before  an  intrusive  - h. 

(61)  dahab-tunna-h#  ‘you.FPL.  went’  (II:  303.  7) 

mentiWd1 * **  °bjeCt  suffix  'kunna  ■«  well,  not  exphcidy 
^ot  add  1n  f N^heless,  Sibawaih  also  notes  that  many  Arabs  do 
proWematic  ft  “ ^ Position-  * this  case  (57a,  b)  are  particularly 
though  this  seem°  ri/i  **  ^ pausaI  forms  here  maintain  the  final  -a, 
naXe  m TI  f" $ibaWaih’s  sP^c  mention  of  the  -h  alter- 
the  finaT^ts  S " paUSal  P°sition  a"d  makes  it  non-pausal.  If 

allowed,  so  the  ex^H  3 CC#  se<luence  arises-  However,  nn#  is  not 

are  essentially  idemical  toffiTsuffi  ’ ^ Pr°bably  Would  'kun’  hun'  TheSC 

For  the  two  second  Uffixes  reconstructed  here  (sects.  8.6.7, 8.7.2).20 

variants:  Person  singular  forms  Sibawaih  notes  the  following 

(62)  2MSG: -ka, -kaa-, -k 

2FSG:  -ki,  -kii-,  Ji,  kij. 


3s  in  the  imperative  of  doubled  verbs,  rudd#  - 
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-ka  and  -ki  are  non-pausal  forms  and  correspond  to  Standard  Arabic,  -kaa 
and  -kii  occur  among  some  Arabs  before  a pronominal  suffix: 

(63)  Pu-Stiy-kaa-haa 
‘I-give-you.M-it.F’ 

‘I  give  you  it.F’ 

PuStiy-kii-hi 

‘I  give  you.F-it.M’  (II:  323-  v)- 

Sibawaih  cites  pre-pronominal  variants  with  the  short  variant  as  well. 

(64)  PaStaa-ka-niy 

‘He  gave  you.M  me’  (I:  355- 19)- 

The  two  feminine  variants  -Ji  and  -ki/are  noted  as  variants  among  the  Tamim 
and  Banu  Assad  (II:  322,  ch.  504;  see  sect.  8.7.4  above).  In  discussing  the  cause 
for  these  forms,  Sibawaih  notes  that  -fi  and  -kif  are  motivated  by  the  desire  to 
distinguish  between  the  M and  F forms  in  pause,  since  the  masculine  form  is 
realized  as  -k.  This  point  is  elliptic.  It  seems  to  imply  that  elswhere,  against  the 
general  rules  for  pause,  -ka  and  -ki  do  not  fall  together  in  pause,  but  that  in 
this  dialect  they  would,  but  for  the  realization  of  the  2F  as 

The  main  point  of  the  discussion  in  this  section  is  that  looked  at  as  a group, 
object  pronouns  are  exceptional  to  Birkeland’s  purported  development, 
whereby  in  pausal  position  long  vowels  are  shortened,  short  vowels  are 
deleted.  Regarding  the  short  vowels  in  -ki,  -ka,  -kunna,  and  -hunna,  it  may 
be  interpreted  that  in  fact  there  were  variants  described  by  ^ Arabic  gram 
marians  in  which  these  vowels  are  not  deleted  at  all,  the  -a  being  left  in  tact 
against  the  rules  of  pause.  If  normal  pausal  behavior  is  assumed,  then  form 

like  those  in  sect.  8.6.7  are  implied.  . 

The  situation  with  the  long  vowels  in  Birkeland  s reconstruction  in  ( o)  is 
problematic  in  its  own  way.  Birkeland  himself  in  his  charactenstic  ^ulo^ 
ness  recognized  the  problem  and  devoted  an  entire  chapter  (1940: 89-91)  to  the 

realizatkmof  the  3MSG  *-huw.  Context -huw  should  give  rise  to  pausal  -hu  As 
realization  or  me  3 attested  as  well.  Moreover,  even  in 

seen  above,  however,  besides  -hu,  h , t 

context,  -huw  alternates  with  -hu  according  to  rules  “ 

((51),  (52)).  Birkeland’s  (1940:  *»  comparative  htstoncal  explanation  envtsages 

three  stages,  thus: 

(65)  1.  *huw 

2a.  huw  after  V 

t ^tTspfc  some  dialecu  take  ab  as  basis  of  all  pausal  forms, 
giving  -h. 
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This  is  a logical  possibility,  of  course,  but  there  is  no  independent  motivation 
for  it.  On  the  basis  of  stage  2,  there  should  be  pausal  forms  in  -hu.  Birkeland, 
however,  takes  the  form  in  3,  -h  to  be  the  normal  pausal  form.  Taking  2b  as  the 
source,  this  gives  the  expected  pausal  form.  Since,  however,  2a,  2b,  and  3 are  all 
contemporary,  Birkeland  has  to  appeal  to  the  deus  ex  machina  of  multiple, 
coexisting  dialects;  otherwise  one  would  expect  a pausal  symmetry,  -hufh 
paralleling  the  context  symmetry  -huw/hu.  Such  a pausal  symmetry  is  no- 
where described  in  the  grammars  or  Koranic  commentaries,  however.  The 
Arabic  grammarians,  according  to  Birkeland,  therefore  took  a dialect  as  their 
norm  which  uniformly  generalized  2b  as  the  basis  of  pausal  forms. 

As  by  now  should  be  familiar,  other  explanations  for  the  development  of 
forms  attested  in  the  classical  literature  should  be  entertained.  The  easiest  one, 
which  I would  adopt,  in  fact  is  as  follows: 


(66)  1.  *hu 

2a.  huw  after  short  vowel 
2b.  hu  after  long  vowel 
2c.  h in  pause. 

Given  a proto-form  ‘hu,  the  variants  -huw,  - hu  and  -h  foUow  by  rule.  Note 
that  it  is  even  possible  to  begin  with  the  pausal  form: 

(67)  1.  *h 

2a.  huw  after  short  vowel 
2b.  hu  after  long  vowel 
2c.  h in  pause. 


AiHntlyr^161106  f°r  (66)  OVCr  (6?)  rCSideS  ^ thC  neCd  t0  Spedfy  the  V0WCl 

i«  tlJ1 1 end^nt  evidence  which  I offer  in  favor  of  (66)  over  (65)  and  (67) 
j.  1 . , ,1S  J e same  reconstruction  which  a consideration  of  modem 

directs  yields  (see  sect.  8.7.6).  Very  probably  a much  closer  look  at  Old 

1 , ■ 0?rCeS’  ^Speci  y a closer  study  of  the  variants  of  the  Koranic  readers, 
and  this  ?tC  r?dCSpread  the  lon8  and  short  vowel  variants  in  fact  are, 
is  a more  rifUim  W°  / ed  ^t  on  the  issue  of  whether  *hu  or  *huw 

Furtherm6  ^ Pr0t0  0rm‘ In  the  current  study,  in  any  case,  *hu  is  preferred, 
entirely  on  ^ m a.reCent  Study  Hasselbach  (2004),  basing  her  sources 
prl^ %ZTwTn  Semitk  excludin8  Arabic  dialects,  concludes  that 
this  position  is°/  Pronouns  were  short,  except  for  the  tSG,  1PL,  3FSG.  If 

in  certain  respect!/^*  T’’! WOUld  again  su88est  that  Arabic  dialects  are 
ore  archaic  in  a proto-Semitic  context  than  is  Classical 


Arabic,  and  at  the  same  time  confirm  that  evidence  from  the  dialects  is 
directly  relevant  to  proto-Semitic  reconstruction. 

Before  closing  this  chapter,  I should  point  out  that  the  interpretation  of 
Arabic  history  advocated  here  is  at  its  core  very  close  to  that  expressed  by  Carl 
Vollers  (1892: 154)  over  a hundred  years  ago.  Basing  his  argument  on  Arabic 
phonetics,  he  suggested,  ‘As  regards  the  vulgar  Arabic,  it  is  very  probable  that 
it  is  an  older  layer  than  the  classical  language,  and  that  therefore  the  classical 
Arabic  is,  from  the  phonetic  point  of  view,  the  youngest  prehistoric  offshoot 
of  the  Semitic  stock.’  Vollers,  to  my  knowledge,  never  developed  his  argument 
in  a more  detail  than  this,  and  like  his  contemporaries  he  did  not  work  out  his 
argument  in  the  framework  of  a rigorous  comparative  methodology,  in 
particular  not  indicating  what  the  older  vulgar  Arabic  phonetic  stock  was  as 
compared  to  Classical  Arabic.  Moreover,  the  bulk  of  the  argumentation  in  the 
present  work  only  allows  the  conclusion  that  modern  dialects  often  maintain 
features  which  either  are  identical  with  forms  attested  somewhere  in  Old 
Arabic  but  for  whatever  reason  are  not  necessarily  recognized  as  being  part  of 
Classical  Arabic,  or  allow  reconstruction  into  the  pre-diasporic  era.  No  claims 
are  made  about  the  ancientness  of  ‘vulgar  Arabic’  vs.  ‘Classical  Arabic, 
constructs  which  in  any  case  are  dangerously  a prioristic  from  a comparative 
perspective.  Nonetheless,  it  appears  to  be  the  case  that  interpretations  of 
Arabic  language  history  in  Western  scholarship  were  once  more  variegated 
and  nuanced  than  they  are  today. 


9 


Summary  and  Epilogue 


The  main  linguistic  points  of  this  work  can  be  represented  in  three  categories. 
The  basis  of  the  three  is  the  comparative  historical  relation  between  Arabic  in 
what  I have  termed  the  pre-diasporic  period  and  the  present-day  dialects.  I list 
only  the  issues  which  have  been  dealt  with  in  detail.  There  is  no  point  in 
presenting  a longer  list  of  potential  supporting  evidence  so  long  as  the 
comparative  arguments  are  outstanding. 


91.  Reconstruction  and  Continuity  with  Old  Arabic 

In  the  first  category  are  phenomena  which  essentially  are  identical  in  at  least 
some  varieties  of  contemporary  Arabic  and  Old  Arabic.  As  will  be  recalled, 
Old  Arabic  in  my  terminology  is  the  corpus  of  written  attestations  between 
around  650-850.  There  are  four  main  topics  which  fall  into  this  category. 


• Variation  in  short  high  vowels:  contrastive  if  at  all  only  in  restricted 
positions,  often  lexically  determined  (Ch.  2); 

• imala  (Ch.  7); 

• suffix  object  pronouns  (Ch.  8); 

• reconstruction  of  imperfect  verb  (Ch.  6). 


cone  usions  for  this  category,  it  should  be  recalled,  were  reached  by 
constructing  pre-diasporic  Arabic  solely  on  the  basis  of  the  modem  dialects, 
corre  ating  these  results  with  the  earliest  grammatical  descriptions.  In 
each  case,  results  of  the  reconstruction  dovetailed  nicely  with  early  descrip- 

.,  ’ 1 e corresPondence  is  also  based  on  generalized  inferences  in 

the  case  of  the  unperfect  verb. 


2.  Reconstructible  forms  not  identical  to  attested  Old  Arabic,  but  on  a 
comparative  basis,  at  least  as  old: 


• intrusive  -in,  linker  -n  (Chs.  3,  5); 

• many  features  discussed  in  Ch.  5. 
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The  elements  in  this  category  are  solely  artefacts  of  reconstruction.  However, 
given  the  very  wide  contemporary  distribution  of  the  features,  at  an  extreme 
attested  both  in  Nigerian  Arabic  and  in  the  Arabic  of  Uzbekistan,  independent 
parallel  development  can  in  most  instances  with  certainty  be  ruled  out.  Pre- 
diasporic  Arabic  thereby  becomes  an  object  characterized  by  a good  deal  more 
variation  than  is  found  Old  Arabic  alone. 

3.  Discontinuity  with  some  varieties  of  Old  Arabic 

• lack  of  case  endings  (Chs.  3,  4). 

This  class  has  elements  of  the  first  two.  The  universal  lack  of  case  endings  in 
the  contemporary  dialects  is  as  the  second  category;  indications  that  the  short 
vowel  case  endings  were  not  a robust  system  in  Old  Arabic,  however,  allows  an 
interpretation  as  with  the  first  category.  Moreover,  the  short  vowel  case 
endings  are  phonologically  nothing  more  than  the  same  short  vowels  with 

restricted  contrastive  status. 

Certainly  the  conclusions  of  these  three  categories  can  be  graded  for  their 
adherence  both  to  a result  commensurate  with  an  application  of  the  com- 
parative method  and  to  an  interpretation  of  the  given  phenomenon  m Old 
Arabic  sources.  In  this  sense  for  instance,  rhe  inrerpretatton  of , 'mala  given  hem 
1 believe  is  a relatively  clear  issue.  On  the  other  hand,  my  reading  o th  ca* 
endings  though  compatible  with  comparative  arguments,  is  less  certain 
particular  because  an  explanation  fo,  how  case  evolved  reruns  ■»  be  wor  ed 
out  However,  the  conclusions  of  the  brnrk  do  no.  stand  or  fall 
of  one  issue  The  overall  argument  that  a comparative  linguistic  nterpretati 
oJl  ^ic  language  is  possible  otdy  in  the  light  <<•»-£*"-"  °f 
contemporary  dialect  sources  transcends  judgment  on  a single  topi  . 

9.2.  Epilogue 

What  1 have  presented  ^ ^ 

r a-r, 

broad  domains  of  research  I think  need  to  be  Integra 

interpretation.  reconstruction  of  Arabic,  which  is  the 

First,  any  results  from  an  intern  integrated  into  broader  Semitic 

basis  of  the  current  work,  will  nee  casekss  what  does  that  imply  for 

comparisons.  If  proto-Arab10  was  1 from  proto_Semitlc  in  fact  so 

comparative  Semitic?  Or  is  elsewhere)  that  case  is  a 

overwhelming  (against  the  arguments  in  Cb.  3 
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proto-category,  and  if  this  is  so,  how  would  this  be  reconciled  with  the 
argument  advanced  here  (sect.  3.4,  Chs.  4 and  8)  that  there  is  no  internal 
evidence  for  a transition  from  a case  to  a caseless  variety  of  Arabic?  The  point 
here  is  to  recognize  that  different  sources,  different  languages  will  claim  their 
own  individual  histories,  as  it  were,  and  that  a broader  comparative  treatment 
needs  to  be  open  to  the  many  nuances  and  imponderables  internal  to  the 
individual  languages  whose  linguistic  history  they  explain. 

Second,  though  I have  attempted  in  my  dialect  surveys,  for  instance  in  Chs. 
5 and  8,  to  be  broad  and  representative,  they  are  by  no  means  detailed  enough. 
U timately  there  can  be  no  reasonable  synthesis  of  Arabic  language  history 
unt  far  more  historical  comparative  studies  are  carried  out  on  individual 
features  in  individual  dialects  and  dialect  areas. 

Thirdly,  it  would  be  obtuse  to  claim  that  no  significant  changes  are  to  be 
oun  among  Arabic  dialects.  This  is  a perspective  which  I have  purposely 
ownp  ayed,  for  two  reasons.  First  is  the  strategic  one:  it  is  a major  argument 
o t is  oo  that  Arabicists  have  avoided  a linguistically  realistic  representa- 
10nf,°  , . 1C  an8ua8e  history  because  of  the  facile  assumption  that  Arabic 
nea  y ic  otomizes  into  Old  and  Neo-Arabic.  These,  I have  argued,  are 
asica  y ogica , not  comparative  linguistic  categories.  It  is  a provisional 
ear  on  my  part,  expressed  in  a number  of  places  in  this  work,  that  as  soon 
as  historical  changes  within  a dialect  are  identified,  that  such  changes  will  be 
cited  as  proof  of  the  validity  of  the  Old/New  difference  as  a whole.  By  not 
eSS“?  1 e lssue  °f  individual  dialect  change  (see  Kusters  2003  for  this 
P c , t is  problem  is  avoided  and  broader  issues  in  Arabic  historical 
T “ C3n  confrc)nted.  Second,  and  this  follows  from  the  first  point, 
as  nrfnt  a™  !°l  6 W°rked  out  lndividually  for  individual  dialects.  However, 
how  °U  3 °V<"’  stu<fres  in  this  direction  are  broadly  absent.  Eventually, 
a Cleyer  ide3  about  what  proto-Arabic  is,  and  a better 
ODed  an H T ° lndividual  dialects,  individual  histories  can  be  devel- 
KnaSv  T ^ br03der  fabrfc  of Arabic  language  history. 

develoDinv  Z'  P°mt  1 thlnk  ls  3 special  challenge  to  Arabicists,  namely 
ST^Str  SOCi0lingUistics  of  the  language.  Crucial  here  are 
sources  thev  usedS  Z™^  Arablc  grammar,  why  they  wrote  it,  what 

sources  were  not  uTel  (seTs^o^  *?'*'**’  "t*  ^ "***  Z^ 

and  preservation  nfi  . • , *'  9 > categ°ry  2 above)  and  how  the  teachmg 

extremely  pertinent  to  the^ ^el°ped- These  and  other  issues  will  prove  to  be 
between  lineuistir  question  of  why  there  may  be  discrepancies 

« 8 reconstruction  such  as  developed  here  and  Old  Arabic 
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The  language  continues  to  hold  its  secrets.  The  insights  of  linguists  are  as 
relevant  today  as  they  were  over  1,000  years  ago,  when  the  ninth-century  legal 
scholar  and  contemporary  of  Farra?,  ShafiSi  (d.  204/820)  stated,  ‘Pashaab  al- 
Sarabiyya  jinn  al-?uns,  yubsiruuna  maa  laa  yubsiru  xayruhum’,1  ‘Scholars  of 
Arabic  are  the  spirits  among  men;  they  perceive  what  others  don’t.’ 

1 Astutely  noted  in  Versteegh  (1989:  291).  Versteegh  (p.c.)  himself  has  the  quotation  from  Nabia 
Abbot,  Studies  in  Arabic  Literary  Papyri,  iii.  34,  from  ‘Adab  al-Shafi  i.  In  the  Lisaan  (6: 13)  Pins  is  man, 
mankind’.  The  variant  Puns  is  rare,  but  noted  with  the  meaning,  opposite  of  savagery,  roughness.  An 
alternative  translation  would  be  ‘the  spirits  of  civilized  society.  Jinn  can  also  be  devils. 
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In  this  appendix  is  found  a listing  of  all  the  dialects  cited,  in  particular  those  used  in 
the  two  surveys  in  Chs.  5 and  8.  A short  commentary  is  also  included  which  specifies 
the  time  of  first  Arab  migration  to  the  given  region  and  when,  if  this  should  be 
different,  Arabicization  became  dominant.  The  dialect  labels  are  basic  heuristics  only. 
It  was  seen  especially  in  Ch.  5 that  geographical  labels  often  hide  longer-range 
historical  relationships  among  dialects  and  an  overlapping  of  varieties  caused  by 
migrations  at  different  periods,  post-migration  contact,  and  so  on. 

The  dialects  listed  here  are  entered  on  Maps  1-3.  On  the  maps,  those  descriptions 
which  are  represented  by  a single  location  (village  or  city)  are  represented  by  a point, 
while  those  which  represent  an  area  (e.g.  Najdi)  are  represented  by  name  over  the 
approximate  area  of  the  dialect. 


Western  Sudanic  Arabic  (Map  3) 

I term  the  Arabic  established  in  the  Lake  Chad  area  beginning  in  the  late  fourteenth 
century  ‘western  Sudanic  Arabic’.  Dialectically,  it  includes  the  Arabic  of  northeast 
Nigeria,  Cameroon,  and  Chad,  as  well  as  Darfur  and  Kordofan  in  the  Sudan.  This  is 
not  to  be  conftised  with  the  area  of  western  Sudan,  which  in  Islamic  history  practice 
refers  to  Mauritania  and  adjoining  regions.  In  Nigeria  it  is  still  expanding,  as  nomadic 
Arabs  continue  their  spread,  so  that  there  now  exist  permanent  Arab  villages  in 
Adamawa  state,  south  of  Bomo. 

Included  in  samples  are: 

Bagirmi  Arabic 
Mada 
Aajiri 

Western  Nigerian  Arabic 
Kirenawa 
Abbeche 
Ndjamena 
Amm  Tinian  (2) 

Umm  Hajar  (2,  nomads) 


Arabic  of  the  Sudan  (Map  3) 

Arabic  *.  brought to the  Sudan  peru.an.udy  i»  the-™ 

Arabs  to  the  Luke  Chad  region.  The  date  coBomriy  «ed  ^ 

the.  northern  Nubian  kingdom  of  Mariis  was  defeated  by  a Mameluke  force,  se  g 
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the  stage  for  the  rapid  expansion  of  Arabs  directly  south  and  west.  The  Shukriyya 
settled  in  their  current  home  along  the  Atbara  River  by  the  eighteenth  century.  They 

apparen  y have  affinities  with  Arabs  in  the  eastern  Egyptian  desert  (de  Jong  2002). 
Included  m samples  are: 

Shukriyya 

Khartoum 

Egypt  (Map  1) 

• tv.  "t*!”  d'a*ects  were  Present  in  Sinai  (see  below).  Arabic  spread  throughout  Egypt 

an  Ha  amiC  COnquest  Fusm  at  the  site  of  present-day  Cairo  was  founded  in  640/1 

t • , Van  WaS  reacbed  by  630.  Until  about  900  the  large  Coptic  population  main- 

• . / OWn  a11®113®6’  but  thereafter  a gradual  language  loss  set  in.  Upper  Egypt 

1™  WaSan  lmPortant  demographic  staging  area  from  which  large-scale 

region  t'Th  b0th  mt°  N°rth  Africa  (e-8-  the  Banu  Hilal)  and  into  the  Sudanic 

region  to  the  south.  Included  in  samples  are: 

Cairene  Arabic 

Bahariyya  Arabic  (western  desert  oasis) 

Nile  Valley  (SaSiid) 


Libya  (Map  1) 

Libya  was  ftro  W'th  the  Islamic  conquest,  beginning  about  640.  Western 

b£n^;,r:to  wi,h  ,he  b™“  hm  — 

Eastern  Libyan  Arabic 
Tripoli  (western) 

Gharyan  (western) 

Tunisia,  Algeria,  Morocco,  Mauritania  (Map  2) 

The  elrliel1  these  reSions  basically  in  two  waves, 

seventh  centurv  At  ” ^s  armc  conquest,  completed  by  the  end  of  the 

eleventh  centu  "^  ",  t ^ °f 

Tunisia.  In  the  twelfth  centurv  |T  abllShed  themselves  first  in  western  Libya  and 
central  Moroccan  coastal  ^ ®rouP  oF  ^etr  descendants  were  settled  in  the 

in  Morocco  TheArabi  ■ area’ whlch  8reatly  increased  the  number  of  Arabic  speakers 
arrival  ^ in  the  dentil  century  rtth  the 

and  sixteenth  centuries  (CatTU  ^ accelerated  considerably  in  the  fifteenth 

forthcoming)).  thenne  Tame-Cheikh,  p.c.  November  2004  (Taine-Cheikh, 
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Fez  (Morocco) 

Mauritania 
Mzab  (Algeria) 

Djidjelli  (Algeria) 

Susa  (Tunisia) 

Tunis 

Andalusia  (Map  2) 

Andalusia  was  first  invaded  in  711,  and  Arabic  was  spoken  as  a native  language  until 
the  sixteenth  century  (Ferrando  p.c.,  November  2004).  Documents  attesting  the 
Arabic  dialect  become  available  in  the  tenth  century,  though  the  most  detailed  reports 
are  relatively  late  in  the  fifteenth. 

Maltese  (Map  1) 

Established  either  late  ninth  century  or  eleventh  century,  it  was  cut  off  from  the 
Arabic-speaking  world  by  the  end  of  the  eleventh  century. 

Jordan,  Syria,  Israel,  Palestine,  Lebanon  (Map  1) 

Arabs  had  spread  throughout  this  region,  particularly  into  the  desert  regions  of 
Jordan  and  Syria,  in  pre-Islamic  times.  It  was  largely  in  the  wake  of  the  Arab-Islamic 
conquests,  however,  that  Arabic  displaced  Aramaic  on  a large-scale  basis  as  the  mother 
tongue  of  most  speakers  of  the  region.  The  northern  region  of  Syria  and  Lebanon 
shades  dialectically  into  a northern  Mesopotamian  type.  The  part  of  the  region 
running  from  the  Sinai,  across  the  Negev  desert  and  into  southern  Jordan  and 
northwest  Saudi  Arabia  is  dialectally  quite  different.  Arabs  have  lived  in  the  Sinai 
continuously  since  the  third  century  bc  (de  Jong  2000. 13). 

Tripoli  (Lebanon) 

Baskinta  (Lebanon) 

Soukhne  (Syria) 

Teerib  (Syria) 

Damascus 
Ajarma  (Jordan) 

Bduul  of  Petra  (southern  Jordan) 

Galilee  (northern  Israel) 

Cypriot  Arabic  (Map  1) 

Arabic  is  spoken  by  a small  Maronite  community  in  Kormakiti  in  northern  Cyprus 
which  was  established  between  the  ninth  and  twelfth  centuries  (Borg  1985.  5,  «)■ The 
most  recent  information  comes  from  Borg  (2004:  0 whose 

community  of  x,3oo  Cypriot  Maronite,  Before  the  invasion  of  i974  they  lived  m the 
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village  of  Kormakiti  in  northern  Cyprus,  but  thereafter  most  migrated  south  of  the 
armistice  line. 


Mesopotamian  Arabic  (Map  1) 

This  designates  the  varieties  found  in  Iraq,  parts  of  northern  Syria,  and  Turkey. 
Cypnot  Arabic  as  well  can  be  reckoned  as  belonging  to  this  dialect  area.  It  is 
characterized  by  two  broad  dialect  types  (see  Ch.  5).  The  first,  the  qultu  dialects,  are 
the  first  to  have  been  brought  to  the  region  in  the  immediate  aftermath  of  the  Arab- 
Islamic  conquests.  The  second,  the  gilit  dialects,  arrived  later,  beginning  around 
ad  1,000  or  1,100,  probably  pushing  in  from  either  the  Arabian  peninsula  or  from 
°r  an  (Blanc  1964. 1).  The  dialect  of  the  pre- Islamic  tribes  who  lived  in  southern  Iraq, 
sue  as  the  Tanukh,  has  not  been  speculated  upon  to  my  knowledge.  More  sharply 
an  in  many  regions  of  the  Arabic  world,  the  different  dialects  in  this  area  are  often 
associated  with  confessional  differences.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  some  of  the 
ects  are  ying  out.  The  Jewish  dialect  of  Hiit,  for  instance,  is  attested  only  through 
|997)tn^t'0n  Carr'C<^  °Ut  *n  ^srae^  *-he  diasporic  population  from  that  city  (Khan 

In  Iraq: 

Jewish  Baghdadi 
Christian  Baghdadi 
Muslim  Baghdadi 

Basra  and  other  areas  in  southern  Iraq 
Hiit 

Khaweetna 

In  Anatolia: 

Siirt 

Daragozii 

Mardin 

Aazex 


South  Central  Turkey  (Map  i) 


ofMeJn*  a?  br°U8*f  *°  ^ 3163  of  south  central  Turkey  (in  and  around  the  cities 

^ SCVenteenth  cent  Jy,  from  Hatay.  It  is  thus 
essentially  a continuation  of  the  varieties  of  that  area  (S.  Prochazka  2002). 

Hatay  (Alawite  dialect) 

Cilicia 


H.«y  «ly  continm  a*  ^ ^ (AnioU  j99>) 


Uzbekistan  and  Khorasan  (Map  1) 

Settled  in  the  early  eighth  century  and  cut  off  from  the  broader  Arabic  dialect  world  by 
the  beginning  of  the  ninth,  Uzbekistan  represents  an  important  Sprachinsel.  While 
often  characterized  as  Mesopotamian,  as  discussed  in  Ch.  5,  Uzbekistan  in  fact  shares 
significant  affinities  with  dialects  in  a number  of  regions.  The  Jogari  dialect  spoken 
near  Bukhara  is  used  here. 

The  Arabic  of  Khorasan  is  known  through  a single  description  (Seeger  2002).  It  has 
interesting  affinities  to  Uzbekistan  Arabic,  as  well  as  some  remarkable  traits  of  its  own 
(e.g.  a complete  *s->0  shift  in  some  dialects). 


Arabian  peninsula  (Map  1) 

The  pre-Islamic  Arabian  peninsula  knew  a number  of  languages,  the  closely  related 
North  Arabian  type  which  includes  the  ancestor  of  Arabic  (Macdonald  2000),  as  well 
as  various  South  Arabian  languages,  five  of  which  are  still  spoken  today.  No  significant 
work  has  been  done  to  discern  evidence  of  language  contact  and  shift  among  the 
historical  populations,  and  there  is  not  even  agreement  upon  where  the  ancestral 
homeland  of  Arabic  is.  Petracek  (1988),  for  instance,  locates  it  in  the  region  north  of 
the  peninsula  in  modern  Jordan  and  Iraq,  whereas  Retso  (2003:  37,  48-51)  would 
appear  to  suggest  the  Arabian  peninsula  itself,  between  Yemen  and  Mecca,  or  perhaps 
an  area  northwest  of  Medina  ( al-qura  al-'iarabiyya).  Throughout  the  history  of  the 
peninsula  there  have  been  a large  number  of  population  movements  both  to  the  north 
and  to  the  south.  It  appears  that  in  the  immediate  pre-Islamic  era  the  dominate 
movement  was  already  out  of  Yemen  towards  the  north,  due  to  the  effect  of  dryer 
conditions  (Caskel  1960/1986:  528).  With  the  Islamic  expansion,  emigration  increased 
considerably.  Within  the  Arabian  peninsula  there  continued  to  occur  significant 
population  movements,  for  instance  from  the  central  Arabian  peninsula  towards 
Bahrain  and  the  trucial  coast,  and  thence  into  Oman  (Wilkinson  1987:  76). 

Oman 
Abu  Dhabi 
Saudi  Arabia 
Rwala  (northern  Najd) 

Najdi 

Hofuf 

Qauz 

Yemen 

SanSaa? 

As-Suwwaadiyyeh 

an-Nadhiir 

Al-Mudawwar 
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t r T “ in  ""  “nd"  *P  « ..  for  phonology  or  Ap  for 
is  , S,  /,T  r braCk"S'  Which  is  ,he  by  which  rim  variable 

h.  t ost  2 t ""  is  “>•  A ' A The  numbering  sometimes 

another  suffix  TE  a a-  ■ ' c r Aments  in  the  data  do  not  themselves  have 

types,  which  is  not  ^ °f  “ 

2.1.  Phonology 

k:  kabb:  CB.l t ^SUalib.  mT  Mard‘n  2'  g’  b°gan  Kirenawa‘  (l)  /k/l‘ 

vowels,  ot'highfront  °CCUrS the environment  of  front 

to  area,  however  k ones-  The  precise  conditions  vary  from  area 

1.  laham,  ga^d'heluyefx^fh^'  Kirenawa‘ (5)  *fia/Sa; 

g 6 Stayed’  2‘  le^m  ‘meat’,  *gAed:  Bagirmi 

(6)  /x/;  1.  y;  y asal  ‘wash’:  MB  2 a-  aa™l- 1 r 

(pre-glottalized  voiced  vdar  sZ  l TV'  * AbbCChe’  4‘  ° (=(tfl 

Chad)  (7)  /(V-  a j , P or  lnJective)  Gasal:  Awlad  Eli  (Cameroon/ 

3-  d,daba(h)  ‘slaughtt’  Ahhr  M 

W /e/;  i.  0,  OlaaOa  ‘three’:  Hiit  ^ t faba(h)\  Klrenawa,  5-  v,  vahab  ‘go’:  Siirt. 
faafe:  Siirt  ’ 2'  > talaata:  Kirenawa,  3.  s,  salaasa:  Aajiri,  4.  f, 

This  correspondence  applies  to  basic  vocabulary. 

(9)  /§/;  1.  6,  Sail  ‘remain5:  Hiit  ? H*  A u a , , 

4-  v:  vahar,  Siirt.  (10)  fit*  ° ^ : Kirenawa,  3.  z:  zahar.  Daragozii, 

Abbeche.  (n)  Realization  of  W*,  ? 2' $ <f™r.  Kirenawa,  3.  t:  taar. 

Mesopotamia),  (u)  worrlm.  , ■ ’ }t™a  camel’:  (MB),  2.  y,  yimal:  (southern 
Kirenawa,  2.  Imala,  keetib.  CB™  “ * N°  tmala'  ^aatib  ‘has  written’: 
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The  imala  in  the  Mesopotamian  area  has  two  degrees,  with  some  dialects  (e.g.  JB) 
having  a further  raising  to  ii  in  some  forms  (e.g.  nominal  but  not  participial,  kliib 
‘dogs’). 

(13)  r;  1.  r,  baarid  ‘cold’:  Kirenawa,  2.  x,  bees  id:  CB.  (14)  CCVC-V  (verb);  1.  CCVC-V, 
bu-ktub-u  ‘they  write’:  Kirenawa,  2.  CaCC-V  ykitb-uun:  Hiit,  3.  CCC-V:  yiktb-o 
Daragozii. 

Jastrow  (1973:  27)  considers  the  stem  /a/in  the  Daragozii  form  toftahe  ‘you.R  open’  to 
be  an  epenthetic  vowel.  This  creates  an  interpretive  problem.  In  terms  of  underlying 
form  this  would  be  classified  in  category  ‘3’,  but  in  surface  realization  as  1.  I have 
classified  it  as  ‘3’. 

(15)  CC-C  (verb)  1.  CaC-C,  jibot-hum  ‘I  brought  them’:  MB,  2.  CC-C,  jobtna:  'you 
brought  us’:  Khaweetna,  3.  CCa-C,  jibt-u-hum:  Kirenawa 

(17)  CaCii;  1.  CaCii,  kabiir.  Kirenawa,  2.  CCii,  kbiir.  Hiit,  3-  CiCii,  cibiir.  MB 

Sasse  (1971:  238)  notes  that  both  (1)  and  (2)  occur  in  Mardin,  nadiif  clean,  gbiir  big, 
on  a lexically  (i.e.  irregular)  governed  basis. 

(18)  CaCa(C);  1.  CaCa(C),  katab  ‘he  wrote’,  bagar  ‘cattle’:  Abbeche,  2.  CiCa(C), 
citab,  bugar.  MB.  (19)  CaCaC-V  (verb);  1.  CaCaC-V,  katab-at  ‘she  wrote’: 
Kirenawa,  2.  CiCC-V,  kitb-at  MB,  3-  CaCC-V,  katb-it  JB.  (20)  CaCaC-C(V) 
(verb);  1.  CaCaC-C,  katab-tu  ‘I  wrote’:  Mardin,  2.  CCaC-C,  ktab-it  Hiit,  3. 
CiCaC-C,  kitab-t  MB  (or  ktab-t).  (21)  CiCaaC;  1.  CiCaaC,  kilaab  ‘dogs’: 
Kirenawa,  2.  CCaaC,  klaak  Hiit.  (22)  CVCC#  (noun);  1.  CVCC,  M ‘sister  : IB, 

• 2.  CVCVC,  uxut-.  MB.  (23)  CC-C  (noun);  1.  CaC-C,  calib-hum  ‘their  dog  : MB, 

2.  CC-C:  kalb-ki:  ‘your.F  dog’:  Mardin,  3-  CC-aC:  kalb-uhum:  their  dog 
Kirenawa 

(24)  CgutCa  gahwa  (guttural  = x,  x,  q < r,  ?.  B,  h ?)i  i-  Cgu.Ca,  gahwa:  Mardin,  2. 
CaCa  gahawa:  Kirenawa.  (26)  CVCV(C)  stress;  1.  CVCVC,  bagar  cattle: 
Kirenawa,  2.  CV'CVC,  bagar.  Aajiri.  (27)  Emphasis;  1.  Emphatic  consonants, 
taar  ‘it  flew’:  CB,  2.  No  emphatic  consonants,  taar  Abbeche 

2.2.  Morphology 

(30)  feminine  plural;  1.  yes,  buktub-an  ‘they  F.  write’:  Kirenawa , 2.  no, 

(common  plural):  MB.  (31)  two  verb  conjugations,  low  vs.  high  vowel  (perfe 
verb);  1.  yes,  katab-tu  /kbsr-tu  ‘they  F.  I wrote/I  grew  : CB,  2.  no,:  ktab-it 
wrote’,  Ibas-it  ‘I  wore’:  MB 

The  two  conjugations  are  characterized  by  an  opposition  between  a high  stem  vowel 
and  a low  stem  vowel. 

(40)  First  person  singular  perfect  suffix;  1.  -tu,  katab-tu  ‘I  wrote’:  CB,  2.  -t,  ktab-d  : 
MB 
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dialert  T*  in'J“dedtbe  ''ariant  ~eet  which  occurs  in  some  southern  Mesopotamian 
dialects  (e.g.  Shatt  al-Arab),  kitb-eet  ‘I  wrote’. 

Ul)  PrfeCt  U ‘at’  katab-at  <she  wote’:  Kirenawa,  2.  -it,  katab-it. 

Mardin.  (42)  2 plural  perfect  suffix;  1.  -turn,  ktab-tum  ‘you  PL  wrote’:  MB,  2. 
-tun,  katab-tum  Mardin,  3.  -tu,  katab-tu:  Kirenawa,  4.  -to,  Daragozu 

The  variant  -taw  found  in  southern  Mesopotamia  is  included  under  value  ‘4’  here.  In 
gozu  -to  is  minimally  contrastive  with  the  1SG  perfect  suffix  -tu. 

(43)  3 masculine  P^ral;  (non-suffixed  form)  1.  -u,  katab-u:  ‘they  wrote’:  Khaweetna, 
2.  -o,  katab-o:  Kirenawa,  3.  -aw,  katb-aw.  Hiit 

? 22lq*Uhd™kCtS'  bef°re  3 Pron°minal  suffix  the  variant  -aw  may  appear,  katab-o 

mornh T _tr  (t);  " ^ (°r  -tU>’  Mardin,  2.  -t 

morphologically  conditioned,  ka'tab  ‘I  wrote’:  Kirenawa 

The  conditioning  factor  for  (2)  is  complicated,  (see  Owens  1993k  104). 

U5)  ltabZ"haTT^  V"*  <he  Wote  ^ Kanawa,  2.  yes, 

a/i-  j a.  yaktub^h  ^ ° > 6 MW  ^ : Abbecbe-  (5i)  preformative  vowel  a,  i or 
a/i,  1.  a.  yaktub  he  writes’,  2.  i,  y.ktub:  Kirenawa 

such).  If theretremVvalm Tilth  W''h  1-  /a/(southern  Borno  Arabic  does  have 

this  as  i.5>  sfnce  it  )'  b <they  Were  broken’ 1 have  Coded 

all  other  dialects  which  dn  n * u ’ bUt  m ltS  sPecial  stress  is  differentiated  from 
coding  of  ‘3’.  Before  slve  6 Altematively,  one  could  give  it  a separate 

Mardin  yiktub-uu-ha  ‘theytritefcF  Anat°lian  qiltu)  the  " is  deleted’ 

variants  of  suffixes  with  aforther  attachXuffkl  ^ ^ 1 ^ USUaUy  CatalogUC 
ta)  . ™gul„  ^ n M Abtehe 

pefix  iso.  In  the  indicative  it  will  often  be  prefixed  with  b-.ba-ktub. 

■" 

one  ««.  2* 


Appendix  2.  Summary  of  Variables  279 

low  vowel  -i,  -e/-u,  0,  determined  by  stem  vowel  (see  6.2  (21)):  tiktub-u  ‘you.PL 
write’,  tigdaP-o,  ‘you.PL  cut’,  Kirenawa.  (61)  1 singular  object  suffix  on  noun  1. 

-i  (unstressed),  'beet-i  ‘my  house’:  CB,  2.  ’-ii,  bee't-i:  Abbeche 

Nigerian  is  distinguished  from  Chadian  Arabic  in  that  in  Nigerian  Arabic  the  verbal 
object  suffix  -ni  is  not  stressed,  whereas  it  is  in  Chadian.  This  difference  is  not 
catalogued. 

(62)  2 F.SG  object  suffix;  1.  -ik  beet-ik  ‘your  house’:  CB  (after  C-),  2.  -ki,  beet-ki: 
Kirenawa 

A number  of  dialects  (e.g.  CB)  have  both  variants  on  a conditioned  basis,  e.g.  -ki  after 
a long  vowel,  otherwise  -ik 

(63)  2 M.PL  object  suffix  1.  -kum,  beet-kum  ‘your  PL.  house’:  MB,  2.  -kun,  beeti-kun. 
Mardin,  3.  -ku,  beet-kw.  Kirenawa.  (64)  3 PL  object  suffix;  1.  -hum,  beet-hum  their 
house’:  Hiit,  2.  -hun,  beet-hum  Mardin 

I do  not  classify  according  to  the  vowel  of  this  suffix,  which  can  be  distinctively  front 
or  back.  In  Hiit  it  is  in  fact  [-him];  similarly,  for  the  preceding  2M.PL  suffix. 

(65)  3 M.SG.  object  suffix;  1.  -u,  beet-u  ‘his  house’:  Hiit,  1.2.  -u,  W-nu,  katab-uu-nu 
‘they  wrote  it’,  CB,  1.3.  -u,  W-hu,  ijiib-uu-hu  ‘they  bring  him’:  Mardin,  2.  -a, 
beet-a:  Kirenawa 

Bagirmi  Arabic  has  -e  after  a front  vowel  (beet-e),  otherwise  -a.  This  variable  is  an 
exception  to  my  practice  of  not  treating  post-suffix  allomorphy.  However,  the  allo- 
morph  u ~ nu  ~ hu  is  defined  by  any  vowel,  not  only  a suffix  vowel,  e.g.  Safaa-nu  ‘his 
supper’.  Variants  with  the  -nu  ~ hu  post-vocalic  allomorph  are  given  a per  cent 
classification  which  is  closer  to  ‘T  than  to  ‘2’,  since  the  component  vowel  -u  is  closer 
to  -u  than  to  -a.  After  a vowel,  dialects  classified  here  as  V or  ‘2’  both  have  the  variant  : 
(stress  shift  and  length),  e.g.  Sa'faa  ‘his  supper’  (both  Hiit  and  Kirenawa,  allowing  for 
pharyngeal  change). 

(66)  H-deletion  from  object  pronouns;  1.  no  h-deletion:  beet-hum  their  house  : 
Khaweetna,  2.  h-deletion:  bcct-urrv.  Kirenawa 

There  is  a large  amount  of  variability  in  the  deletion  of  the  Ihl.  For  example  in 
Daragozu  in  Turkey  the  IhJ  has  apparently  completely  disappeared,  so  that  even  after  a 
vowel  only  the  h-less  form  occurs,  e.g.  te-tuu-a  ‘I  ate  it.F’.  This  variant  has  not  been 

given  a different  coding. 

(67)  Stress  shift  before  V-initial  object  pronouns;  i.  no  shift,  masak-a  he  grabbed 

him’:  Kirenawa,  2.  shift:  ma'sak-u:  Mardin.  (68)  Form  of  2MSG  object 
pronoun;  1.  -ak,  beet-ak  ‘your  house’  (MB),  2.  -ik.  beet-ik  (S11  (71) 

Doubled  verbs  3MSG;  1.  CaCCa,  tamma ‘he  finished  : Kirenawa, ^TjSnawa  ' 
CB  (72)  weak  final  verb,  vowel  suffix;  1.  - Vf,  -o/u,  ms-at  she  forgot.  Kirenawa, 
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2.  (Oy-Vt,  msy-ot.  Mardin.  (73)  Initial  vowel  of  imperfect  of  aCaC  verbs;  1.  prefix 
+ aa,  yaaxud  ‘he  takes’:  Kirenawa,  2.  prefix  + 00,  yooxud  or  yooxuz,  Uzbekistan 

Dialects  used  in  survey  (number  represents  the  code): 

Western  Sudanic  Arabic:  1.  Kirenawa;  2.  Mada;  3.  Aajiri;  4.  Wulaad  Eeli;  5.  Amm 
Timan;  6.  Umm  Hajar;  7.  Abbeche;  8.  Atia  I;  9 Atia  II. 

Mesopotamia  (dialect  subgroup  as  in  Table  5.4  given  in  brackets):  10.  Christian 
Baghdad1  (Baghdad  qultu); 11.  Jewish  Baghdadi  (Baghdad  qultu );  12.  Muslim  Baghdadi 
gl  ‘ ' '3'  Mardln  (Anatolia);  14.  Daragozii  (Anatolia);  15.  Siirt  (Anatolia);  16.  Kha- 
tamia^gdT)1  clu^tu)> '8-  Hiit  (non-Baghdadi  qultu);  19.  southern  Mesopo- 

30.  Uzbekistan;  31.  Shukriyya. 
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It  is  a general  and  important  issue  to  determine  the  degree  to  which  post-Sibawaihian 
grammarians  added  significantly  to  the  phonological,  morphological,  and  syntactic 
data  base  of  Classical  Arabic.  In  this  issue  I agree  with  the  observation  of  Carter 
(1999),  that  the  data  base  was  largely  closed  after  Sibawaih,  or  shortly  thereafter. 

The  extent  to  which  later  grammarians  depended  on  the  description  of  Sibawaih  is, 
however,  an  empirical  question  which,  as  always,  needs  to  be  worked  out  on  a case-by- 
case  basis.  While  studies  such  as  Alhawary  (2003),  which  summarizes  the  method- 
ology of  how  early  grammarians  worked  on  the  basis  of  reports  compiled  by  later 
grammarians  are  interesting,  an  essential  metric  is  a comparison  between  the  material 
found  in  Sibawaih  (or  Farra?  or  other  early  grammarians)  and  later  ones.  Alhawary 
(2003: 14),  for  example,  in  reporting  on  Ibn  Jinni’s  (d.  392/1002)  elicitation  techniques 
would  imply  that  Ibn  Jinni  was  actually  extracting  new  information.  The  example  he 
gives,  however,  an  elicitation  frame  built  around  darabtu  ?axaa-ka  ‘1  hit  your  brother, 
clearly  cannot  add  information  about  Arabic  which  by  Ibn  Jinni’s  day  was  not  already 
well  known.  Ultimately,  the  only  way  to  know  the  extent  to  which  Ibn  Iinm  added  new 
interpretations  about  Arabic  based  on  new  facts  is  to  compare  his  examples  and  Ins 

analyses  thereof,  with  those  of  his  predecessors. 

In  this  short  appendix,  I make  such  a short  data  comparison,  based  on  the  example 
of  imala,  discussed  in  Ch.  7-  Phonological  phenomena  have  a physical  basis  which,  in 
the  perspective  of  this  work,  can  be  given  a concrete  articulatory  interpretation,  even 
on  the  basis  of  phonetic  descriptions  from  the  classical  period.  It  will  therefore J* 
apparent  whether  later  grammarians  merely  mimicked  the  phenomenon  as  described 
by  Sibawaih  on  the  basis  of  his  written  description,  or  whether  they  refined  them  and 
added  their  own  interpretations  based  on  actual  aural  observations. 

In  these  terms,  a comparison  between  Sibawaih’s  description  of  rmaU,  and  that  of 
Zamaxshari  (d.  538/1154)  clearly  indicates  that  the  former  is  the  case.  Zama^han  in 
this  instance  adds  little  to  Sibawaih’s  observations,  and  in  fact  it  may  \x s jerted 
that  he  based  his  analyses  on  written  philology  rather  than  on  fir  ^ ‘ 
observations,  which  was  a hallmark  of  Sibawaih  s methodology.  A summary  will 

“ha  "divides  his  description  (P,  335-8)  into  ^ 

Zamaxshari  basically  takes  over  Sibawaih’s  description  is  **  * “ £ 
description  of  imala  conditioning  facte in  anywhere  near 
and  a half  pages  Zamaxshari  clearly  cann  instance  singles  out  in  separate 

the  detail  of  Sibawaih’s  fifteen  pages.  ^ n «- 

subsections  « mala  in  suffixes  (sue  3 >•  qimaadaa  ([Stmted.e}) 

baabihi  ‘with  his  door’,  the  harmonic  nature  or  tma 
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fffeCtS  °f  raised  COn“> ^ects  of  M on  imala, 

one  class  the  n Zl  1116  'T?  “ h°U°W  VCrbs  SUch  as  *"a/‘he  feared ’ There  is  only 

prominent  2 K CS’  Slngled  out  Zamaxshari  which  Sibawaih  did  not  render 

^ f°Urteen  SubcateS°™s  give  an  adequate 

Zamaxshari’  H • °Ugh  aspects  of  ™ala  promment  in  Sibawaih  are  filtered  out  of 

va TaSrnhf SmP  2"  “ n°  Mion  of  as  an  individual 

o2  sZl  l7meT-  ZamaXShari  Wa$  intCrPreting  witte"  words  rather  than 
oral  signals,  this  is  not  surprising. 

muZsrZhS/f  Hn<lenCe  T SibaWaih  " fbrthermore  clear  in  his  choice  of  lexemes 

withThort M Of  the'  Z u 110  indiVidUal  leXCmeS’  mOSt  -th  lon8  [aa],  four 

by  Sibawaih  Eivhtv  ^ ent^"tbree  are  not  found  in  Sibawaih,  the  rest  already  cited 
identical  I assumed  y”'  °f  Z W°rds  USed  t0  mustrate  imala  are  therefore 

Zti  eZZ  ri’S  Tf  ra  Printi^  miStake  for  S“  <* 

longest  set  of  lexemes  ^V.  * °n6  tblrd  ol  tbe  non-cited  total,  are  found  in  the 
raised  consonants  which"1  °^ty'four  examPles  in  all,  namely  the  context  of 

lullaab  ‘students’  Anoth  *"  * ^ lma^a>  examples  such  as  Saar  id.  ‘obstruction’  and 

U ^'JZ'^TnZT in  Sibamih in  ,he  *•  »f 

subcategory  in  Sibawaih  In’iH  n°l  Smgled  out  as  a separate  imala 

follows  Mubarrad  (d.  285/898-  IH  ^)"8  ***  subcate8ory  Zamaxshari  probably 

logical  and  lexicaHrcriptiononmlL^Th"1  UP°n  SibaWaih  for  his  general  Phono’ 
beginning  of  Ch  7 namei  ,1,  -7  ’ be  one  lssue  °f  interest  is  that  noted  at  the 

value  from  Sibawaih  ffthk  ■ 1' Zamim,,ari  perhaps  gives  imala  a different  phonetic 
on  Sibawaih’s  (orother  earlierer  'l  Cou^  be  because  Zamasshari  was  dependent 

interpreted  as  fail  ( if  this  ■ gramrr|anans  ) written  description,  which  Zamaxshari 
be  that  Zam^h,ri  „ ft’  ? dis““‘°"  » sect.  74).  Altem.t.vel,  i,  could 

or  perhaps  fee],  Zamaxshari  ?Wlfth~Centur>' imala  norm  which  was  [ai], 

today’s  qultu  dialects  with  the  imala  1 Z ^ region  (Iran)>  closest  t0 

this  book  as  the  original  imala  l r ,Uf  CS  ! 14  may  be  11131  wbat  is  interpreted  in 
Zamaxshari  was  following  locaTno  ^ ^ °Ut  “ ^ eastern  region,  and  that 

Sibawaih’s  day  different,  competinedhn  t 7 3 (Fig‘  7’5)’  already  by 

Whatever  the  explanation  7 P . netlC  redexes  of  imala  were  already  present, 

reconstruction  on  this  issue  314  may  be  ignored  for  purposes  of  Old  Arabic 
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Aajiri  141, 145,  271,  276 
Abbeche  141, 176,  271,  276-80,  283 
Abu  Dhabi  139,  240,  275,  283 
Adamawa  State  143,  271 
Adana  274 
Aden  161 

Afghanistan  105-6, 139 
Africa  36, 138,  245 
Ajarma  139 
Aleppo  6, 165,  244 
Algeria  51, 140,  272-3,  283 
Algiers  120 
America  36 

Am(m)  Timan  141, 146,  27l>  280 
Andalusia  2,  28, 105-6, 140,  i98>  212-13> 
223-4,  241,  246,  273,  283 
Anatolia  49, 143-4.  2l8>  274>  280 
Antakya  283 
Arabia  143 

Arabian  Peninsula  3, 14.  29>  31.  4i>  68, 
106, 150, 155, 161, 166, 168-9,  238> 
244,  248,  250,  274-5 
Armenia  139 
Asia  36 

Aswan  2, 141, 162,  272 
Asyut  108-9 

Atbara  River  143, 146.  272 
Atia  141, 146,  280 
Awlad  Eli  see  Wulaad  Eeli 
Azerbaijan  139 

Baghdad  124, 139 

Bagirmi  57, 141.  l6l>  17°> l82’  240  ’ 271’ 
276,  283 

Bahariyya  Oasis  17, 139,  283 
Bahrain  139, 160, 165,  275 
Balqa  284 


Bangui  141 
Banki  145 
Baskinta  273,  283 

Basra  3,  61,  68, 124, 139,  227,  240,  274,  283 
Borno  15,  27, 141, 143>  27i 
Bukhara  146, 162,  275 

Cairo  2,  39,  45.  >09.  272>  283 
Cameroon  27,  48, 141,  143,  145.  238>  244> 
271,  276 

Central  African  Republic  141 
Central  Arabia  68, 106,  275 
Central  Asia  106 
Central  Morocco  49-5°,  272 
Central  Turkey  2 
Central  Yemen  74 

Chad  27-8, 48, 138-9,  Hi,  143, 145-6, 162, 
177,  238,  241,  244,  271,  276,  278 
China  2 

Cilicia  2, 139,  2i8-  274 
Cyprus  217 

Daaxila  Oasis  173 
Dala  Axderi  57 

Damascus  6, 18, 123-4, 139,  2i7>  248, 

273,  283 

Dambua  Road  57 
Darfur  271 
Dathina  161 
Dikkeceri  56 

Djidjelli  140,  246,  273,  283 

Eastern  Arabia  61,  225,  282 
Eastern  Egyptian  Desert  272 
Eastern  Iran  243 

Eastern  Libya  28,  50, 139-  '92,  2i2>  220> 
240,  283 
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Eastern  Sudan  102, 143, 146, 153, 185 
Eastern  Syria  18 

Egypt  28,  50, 105, 109, 141, 146—7, 156, 173, 
190,  220,  243,  272,  283 
El-Fasher  141 
El-Obeid  141 
Emirates  160 
Euphrates  River  14, 165 
Europe  17 

Fez  140,  253,  273,  283 
Fustat  2,  45, 162,  272 

Gambaru  56-7 
Germany  167 
Gharyan  283 
Gozo  217 
Gwange  56-7 

Hatay  Province  217,  274 
Hiit  274 
Hijaz  3, 12,  74 

Iran  139, 162,  282 

Iraq  12,  27,  29,  49, 143-5,  224,  274-5 
Israel  225,  273-4 

Jerusalem  18 

Jogari  (Jugari,  Djogari)  139, 146 
Jordan  14,  225,  235,  246,  248,  273-5 

Kanem  141 
Kano  141 

Khartoum  141,  240,  272,  283 
Khaweetna  274 

Khorasan  139,160, 162,240-1, 243,275,283 

Kinyande  57 

Kirenawa  141,  i45>  147>  177_8>  l83>  ^ 
Kordofan  143,  271 
Kormakiti  139,  218,  273-4 
Kufa  3,  45,  61, 124, 162 

Lagos  141 

Lake  Chad  2, 18, 141, 145>  l62>  2?1 


Lebanon  52, 198,  217,  273,  283 
Levant  48 
Libya  272 

Mada  141, 145,  271 
Mafa  see  Muba 
Magonari  57 

Maiduguri  54-7, 117, 141, 145-6, 171 
Mali  140 

Malta  139-40, 198,  212,  215,  217,  223,  226, 
228,  246 
Mariis  271 

Mauritania  2, 15, 138, 140,  271-3,  283 
Mecca/Mekka  12, 124,  275 
Medina  3, 12, 124,  275 
Mersin  274 

Mesopotamia  50, 109, 138, 141, 143-4, 
150, 153, 157. 159. 169-70, 175. 177. 
219,  228,  243-4,  276-7,  280 
Middle  East  2, 18 
Mississippi  River  27 
Mitene  57 
Morocco  272-3 
Muba  57 
Mule  Shuwari  57 
Mzab  140,  253,  273,  283 

Nabataea  86-7 
Ndjamena  271,  283 
Negev  (Desert)  192,  273 
Ngaoundere  141 
Niger  140-1 

Nigeria  15,  29,  99, 141, 143, 145, 148, 171, 
176-7,  238,  240,  244,  271 
Niger-Congo  79 
Nile  169 

Nile  Delta  108-9 
Nile  Valley  15,  i39>  272 
Ndjamena  141 

North  Africa  2, 18-9,  28, 140, 149-50, 

248.  272 

Northeast  Arabian  Peninsular  252 
Northeast  Egypt  239 
Northeastern  Nigeria  27,  48, 117,  271 


Northeast  Saudi  Arabia  235 
Northern  Arabian  Region  73 
Northern  Bagirmi  Area  145 
Northern  Cyprus  273-74 
Northern  Israel  240,  273,  283 
Northern  Iraq  138,  217 
Northern  Jordan  108 
Northern  Mesopotamia  217,  244 
Northern  Najd  275 
Northern  Sinai  Littoral  192 
Northern  Syria  6,  217,  274 
Northern  Yemen  52, 165,  220 
Northwest  Saudi  Arabia  273 

Oman  139, 160,  240,  275,  283 
Oxus  River  146 

Palestine  272 
Petra  239 
Port  Sudan  141 

Qatar  139 

Red  Sea  27 

SaSiidi  283 

SanSa?  139,  240 

Saudi  Arabia  102, 105,  244,  275 

Saudi  Arabia  Coastal  Area  149 

Shia  Bahama  160 

Shukriyya  Area  147>  272>  276,  283 

Sicily  198 

Sinai  14,  239,  272-3 

Southern  Bagirmi  Area  145 

Southern  Egypt  138 

Southern  Iraq  3,  274 

Southern  Jordan  6,  86, 192>  239>  273 

Southern  Mesopotamia  219, 224. 

276, 278 

Southern  Nigeria  145 
Southern  Sudan  17 
Southern-central  Turkey  113.  217,  V4 
Southern  Turkey  18, 143 
Spain  2, 14°>  212-13,  22^ 


Sudan  18,  31,  52. 108, 139. 141. 147. 162, 
244,  271 

Sudanic  Region  105-6, 138, 147, 149-50, 
192,  220,  272 
Susa  140,  246,  273,  283 
Syria  14,  49,  52. 150, 165, 177. 198.  224-5. 

235,  241,  244-6,  250,  273 
Syrian  Desert  156 
Syrio-Mesopotamian  Area  244 

Tamanrasset  141 
Tarsus  274 

Transoxiana  146, 156, 163 
Tripoli  (Lebanon)  139.  241.  273>  283 
Tripoli  (Libya)  139. 182,  253.  272,  283 
Tunis  17, 140,  246,  253,  273,  283 
Tunisia  18,  272-3 
Turkey  139.  274.  279.  2»3 
Turkmenistan  139.146 

Umm  Hajar  141. 146,  271,  278,  280 
Upper  Egypt  18, 146-49. 156. 182, 

185,  272 

Uzbekistan  2, 105-6, 139. 146-8, 153. 

155-7, 160, 162-3, 169, 175.  240-1, 
275-6,  283 

Wadi  Haifa  141 
Western  Chad  117, 145 
Western  Egypt  28 
Western  Hadramaut  160 
Western  Libya  272 
Western  Nigeria  283 
Western  Sahara  2 

Western  Sudanic  (Arabic)  Region  2,  29, 
138, 141, 143, 145-9, 153, 155-7, 
159-60, 169-70, 172,  175, 177, 182, 
239,  246,  271,  276 
Wulaad  Eeli  141,  280 

Yaounde  141 

Yemen  12,  50,  70, 102, 105, 109, 

138, 149, 171, 237,  241.  243-5, 

248,  275 
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Active  participal  + object  suffix  in 

historical  reconstruction  159-62 
Analytic  vs.  synthetic  27, 111-3 
Table  of  suggested  differences  112 
Arabic  expansion  2,  3 
Arabic  grammars  6 
Arabic  inscriptions  20,  21 
Aramaic  substrate  influence  244-5 
Assimilation;  see  al-idgham  al-kabiyr 
Axfaa  ( xafiyy ; xafaaP  etc.)  “hide,  be 

transparent”  210-11,211  n.  14, 242 
Case  endings  60,  72,  76,  79-118 
And  object  suffix  pronouns  234 
And  pausal  forms  96-101 
Arguments  against  changing  into 
epenthetic  vowels  235-6,  256-8 
Caseless  Nabataean  Arabic  87 
Case  epenthesis  92-3,  97-8 
Case  traces  102-6 
Case  variation  in  Sibawaih  87-96 
Case  vs.  caseless  Arabic  114-8 
Coexistence  of  case  and  caseless 
varieties  117-8,136, 

233  n.  2 

Genitive  variation  95 
In  Cushitic  81-3 
In  Semitic  83-5 

Lack  of  case  traces  238,  253,  255-9 
Mixture  of  lexical  and  morpho- 
syntactic  terminology  89-90 
Model  development  of  115 
Nominative,  accusative,  genitive 
83, 104 

Nominative/accusative  variation  in 

topic  position  91-7 
Stylistic,  sociolinguistic,  dialectal 
variation 


Vs.  assimilation  122 
See  also  functional  yield 
Classical  Arabic  77,  80, 114-8,  206,  265 
As  substitute  for  language  history  9, 10 
Characterized  5 
Comment  ( xabar ) 91 
Comparative  method  9,  21-3,  28 
And  cultural  history  14, 15 
And  language  complexity  24—7 
And  logical  matrix  37 
Birkeland  and  object  pronoun 
reconstruction  259-65 
Development  in  nineteenth 
century  34-5 
Future  issues  267-9 
Illustrated  13 

Illustrated  with  reconstruction  of 
imperfect  verb  184-96 
In  Hebrew  tradition  35  n.  2 
Opposed  to  concepts  of  Old  Arabic, 
Neo  Arabic  47-74, 166-8 
Reconstruction  and  imala  220-8 
Reconstruction  and  suffix 
pronouns  230-65 
Status  of  minority  forms  172—3 
Vs.  contact  14 
the  Arabic  tradition  75—7 
see  also  object  suffixes,  short  high 
vowels,  stages  in  Arabic, 
statistical  comparison  of  dialects, 
syllable  structure 
Creoles  16, 17,  23-4 

Dialect,  Arabic  80 
Characterized  5, 11 
Emerging  information  about  70—1 
Differences  quantified  151-7 


Holistic  entity  vs.  individual 
features  111-3 

Homogeneity  hypotheses  169-71 
In  Old  Arabic-Neo  Arabic 
dichotomy  43-7 
Inventory  and  summary  of 
dialects  271-5 

Inventory  of  dialect  features  276—80 
Importance  for  Arabic  history  8 
Old  Arabic  dialects  11, 12,  27  n.  19, 

69  n.  38 

Need  to  reconstruct  individual 
histories  268 
Reification  of  137 
Sociolinguistic  status  of  12 
Types  of  dialects,  pace 
Kiparsky  189-90 

See  also  short  high  vowels,  stages  in 
Arabic;  linker-n 

Dialectology  vs.  historical  linguistics  137 
Drift  165  n.  17 
Dual  71-2 

Educated  spoken  Arabic  5 
Emphasis  (phonological)  25, 

175-6,  200 

Epenthesis  107-11,  i75>  193_4 

And  extended  sonority  hierarchy  187 
And  sonority  109, 185, 191 
And  vowel  deletion  188-90 
As  origin  of  3MSG  suffix  255 

Blocked  by  stem  constraint  194 

Case  vowels  interpreted  as  epenthetic 
vowels  235-6 
Guttural  109, 185,  i92 
In  2FSG  and  2MSG  object  suffix  247. 

252-3 

In  Old  Arabic  194-5 
Linear  107,  i84-5>  190-1>  237 
Linear  epenthesis  in  Najdi 
Arabic  110 

Mitchell’s  analysis  184-5 

Simplification  of  representation  185 


European  attitude  towards  Arabic 
linguistic  tradition  in  19th 
century  35  n.  1 

Fatha,  Damma,  Kasra  89-90 

Functional  yield  86-7 

Gahawa  syndrome  25,  37,  46, 

254-5.  277 

Ghain  [7]  reflex  165-6 

Gilit  and  qultu  dialects, 

Mesopotamian  144 

High  vs.  low  vowels  58,  60, 100, 186 
Deletion  of  high  vowels  100;  see  also 
short  high  vowels 
Preformative  vowel  of  verb  70 

Holistic  Arabic  34.  4»-3.  77 

al-idgham  al-kabiyr,  “ major 
assimilation”  119-36 
as  nominal  declension  134-5 
interpreted  as  inherently 
vowelless  133-6 
linear  interpretation  129-34 
major  vs.  minor  124-5 
phonological  attributes  125-9 

imala  197-229 

[ie]  as  basis  of  proto-form  199-201, 

223 

In  the  classical  tradition  197-212 
and  pre-diasporic  Arabic  162-4 
as  falling  diphthong  199-201 
characterized  197 
conditioning  factors  202-5 
exceptional  imala  209 
in  Koranic  reading  traditions  199 
in  Zamaxshari  281-2,  210  n.  13 
Levin’s  distributional  summary  202 
medial  variant  (bayna  bayna)  201, 

223 

of  Palif  maqsuwra  97.  200 
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imala  (cont.): 

of  short  /a/  209-12 
phonetics  and  phonology 
of  197-206 

phonetic  inhibiting  factors  200-1 
phonetic  quality  of  198-201 
phonological  variationist 
account  206-9 

Sibawaih  vs.  Zamaxshari  198-9 
Sociolinguistic  variation  207-9 
type  of  assimilation  197 
In  European  tradition  228-9 
In  modem  dialects  212-20 
Allophonic  and  lexical  212,  218 
imala  (Cont.): 

Andalusia  213 
And  stress  215-6 
Eastern  Libya  213—5 
Malta  215-7 
Mesopotamia  217-9 
Southern  Mesopotamia,  imala - 
like  219-220,  224 

Reconstruction  and  Sibawaih  226-8 
Reconstruction  based  on 
dialects  220-8 

Individual  dialect  regions  220-2 
Synthesis  222-6 
Imperfect  verb  140, 158 
And  reconstruction  184-96 
Chronology  of  stem  changes  190 
Mode  endings  195-6 
See  also  sonority,  epenthesis 
I'tfbaa^  “satiating,  filling  up”  232 
Ptfmaam  “rounding,  fronting”  22,  i33) 
210-12 

Internal  passive  113, 158 
Intrusive-in  in  active  participle  160 
Ixtilaas  fiirtiveness,  short,  centralized 
pronunciation  of  short  high 
vowel”  60-1,68  n.  37,  233,  260 

/k/~  /c/variation  245,  250 
Koine  Arabic  8,  45,  58,  62 


mushaf,  Koranic  text  120 
Koranic  reading  tradition  (QiraaPaat)  3, 
6, 119-36 

loer  version  of  al-Jazariy  123—5 
Imala  163, 199,  201 
Object  pronouns  260-1,  264 
Summary  of  linguistic  attributes  124 
Without  cases  120 
Koranic  Arabic  7 n.  2,  58 

Language  transmission  15-19 
Inheritance  and  independent 
change  148-51 
Linguists  as  spirits  269 
Linker  -n  102, 104-6, 158 
In  various  dialects  103-6 
Lack  of  correlation  with  other 
features  116  n.  40 
Opposed  to  case  endings  103-6 
Reconstructed  in  pre-diasporic 
Arabic  105 
Logical  matrix  37 
Modern  logical  matrix  74-5 

Mass  comparison,  morphology  and 
phonology  138-9 
Features  used  in  comparison 
276-80 

Statistical  treatment  151-7 
Mergers  and  near  mergers  225 
Mesopotamian  dialect  regions  144-5, 

274 

And  Imala  163-4,  217-20 
Compared  to  Western  Sudanic  Arabic, 
Uzbekistan  Arabic, 

Shukriyya  151-7 
Innovations  in  243 
Internal  differentiation  154-5 
Middle  Arabic  (Mittelarabisch) 

4i>  46-7 

Migration  and  dialect  spread  156 
Morphological  differences 
quantified  151-7, 171, 


Nabataea  20 

Nunation  (tanwiyn)  90;  see  also 
linker  -n 

Object  suffixes  18, 106,  237-65;  see  also 
pausal  forms 

Birkeland’s  reconstructions 
criticized  259-65 
In  proto-Semitic  264-5 
Lack  of  evidence  for  case  traces 
255-9 

Loss  of  /h/  241-3 
Reconstmctions  239-55 
1SG  239-40 
1PL  240 
2FPL  245-6 
2FSG  246-50,  262-3 
2MPL  246,  259,  261 
2MSG  250-3,  263-4 
3FPL  74,  240,  245,  261-2 
3FSG  243-4.259 
3MPL  244,  259,  260 
3MSG  253-5,  259-60 

Summary  of  dialect  forms  283-4 

Old  Arabic  (Altarabisch)  and  Neo- 

Arabic  (Neuarabisch)  1,  2,  27,  37> 
42-3, 69, 77-8, 80,  see  also  Dialect, 

Arabic 

And  analytic  vs.  synthetic 
distinction  113 
And  dialects  43-7 
Continuity  in  Arabic  266-7 
Critical  review  of  47-74 
Early  sources  6-8 
Epigraphic  4 n.  1 
Non-unitary  character  of  Ol 
Arabic  67-70 
Old  Arabic  characterized  4 
Old  Arabic  and  pre-Islamic 
inscriptions  6 

Pausal  forms  22,  23,  85,  96  101 
And  epenthesis  107-m 


Influence  of  foreign  language 
learners  100 

Pausal  position  in  text  sample 
99-100 

Problem  for  object  pronoun 
reconstruction  261-3 
Terminology  232  n.  1 
Three  types  231-4 
Peripheral  dialects  29 
Person  markers,  pronouns  18, 80, 92, 158, 
174, 177,  see  also 
object  suffixes 
Phonological  differences 

quantified  151-7, 171 
Pidginization  of  Arabic  23,  44-6 
Pre-classical  Arabic  39,  68 
Pre-Diasporic  Arabic  105, 137-83, 166-8, 

266-7 

Characterized  2-4 

Derived  via  statistical  comparison  of 

dialects  155 
/h/deletion  243-4 

Reconstructed  for  intrusive -m  on 

active  participal  162 

Significance  of  imala  162-4 
Pre-formative  vowel  of  imperfect 

verb  69—70,  255 

Proto-Arabic  2,  80 

And  case  endings  115 
Proto  Neo-Arabic  73 


rawm  “labialization”  22, 133 
Reconstruction,  general  3,  4 

Roots  66 

Rural  vs.  urban  Arabic  27 


;es  and  epenthesis  no 

figh  vowels  51-67 
on  of  131,  233, 188 

Id  didactic  manuals  61  63 
ideographical  tradition  63-7 
dialects  52-7 
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Short  high  vowels  ( cont .): 

In  Old  Arabic  sources  57-67 
In  Sibawaih  and  Farra?  59-61 
Non-contrastiveness  in  Classical 
Arabic  57-9, 132-3,  233 
Shukriyya  Arabic  146;  see  also 

Mesopotamian  dialect  regions 
Social  identities  of  speakers  in  imala, 
noun  modifiers  207-9 
Sonority  98 
In  Nigerian  Arabic  191 
Sonority  hierarchy  among 
consonants  186-9 
Stages  in  Arabic  38-43 
Literary  Arabic  38-40 
Old,  Middle,  New  40-3 
Statistical  comparison  of  dialects 
142-59 

And  hypothesis  testing  168-71 
And  innovations  172 
Coding  problems  173-83 
Index  of  linguistic  features 
used  276-80 

Of  2FSG  object  suffix  249  n.  11 
Structural  logic  in  Sibawaih  95 
Syllable  structure  48-50,  67-70,  237 
Final  vowel  length  104  n.  27 
Consonantal  sequences  107-8 
Of  2FSG  suffix  -ki  248-9 
Sonority  factors  109-10 
Syllable  sequences  67-8, 130 


Taxfiyf  “weakening,  lack  of  distinctive 
vowel  quality”  128 
Tamtiyt  “pulling,  lengthening”  232 
Topic  ( mubtadaP)  91,  93 

Uzbekistan  Arabic  146,  275;  see  also 
Mesopotamian  dialect  regions 
And  2MSG  reconstruction  251-2 
And  imala  163-4 

Compared  to  Mesopotamian,  WSA, 
Shukriyya  157-9 

Variation  179-81 

In  /h/deletion  from  pronouns  241-2 
In  short  vowels,  dialects  52-7 
/k/~  Icl  245 

Number  of  variants  181-2 
Of  imala  206-9,  227 
Short  vowels  in  Old  Arabic 
sources  59-67 
Verb  paradigms  29,  74 
Vowel  deletion  see  epenthesis,  short  high 
vowels 

wasl  ‘connected  speech’  99  230 
wfl(j/'‘pausal  form’  230 
Western  Sudanic  dialect  region  145-6, 
271;  see  also  Mesopotamian 
dialect  regions 
h-deletion  quantified  241—2 
Innovations  in  13, 164-5 
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Abdel-Jawad  225,  245 

Abu  Amr/Abu  ‘Amr/Abu  SAmr  Ibn 

SAlaa?  61, 120-2, 124-6, 128-34, 
163, 199 

Abu  Haidar  144 
Abu  Hanifa  65 
Abu  Ja‘far  124 
Abu  PIstiaaq  208 
Agha  156 
Al-?Ahmar  89 
Al-PASmash  40,  260 
Al-Anbari  1 
Alcala  de  213 
Alhawary  281 
Al-Kalbi  90 
Al-Maliki  120 
Al-Nassir  75 
Al-Yazidi  128 
Amara  28 
Ambros  216-17,  228 
Antilla  79 

Aquilina  215-17.  224,  228 
Arnold  274 

Asim/SAasim/Asim  40, 124,  260 
AsmaSi  8 
PAxfash  76 
Azhari  64 

Azzopardi-Alexander  216-17.  219. 

228,  246 

Baalbaki  88-9,  93> 116 

Banu  Hassan  15  see  also  Beneesan 

Banu  MaSqil  272 
Barth  161 
Barthold  146 
Bazzar  124 
Beck  122 


Behnstedt  26,  28,  48,  52,  67,  70, 102, 

108-9, 117. 157-8. 165. 173. 177. 182, 
238-9,  244,  248,  250 
Bell  134 

Bellamy  6,  8,  20-1 
Belnap  27 

Beneesan  see  Banu  Hassan 
Birkeland  21-3,  71,  96, 106,  231,  233, 

235-6,  247,  256,  259,  261,  263-4 
Blachere  8, 14 

Blanc,  Haim  97, 108, 144,  212,  218-19,  274 
Blau,  Joshua  46-7,  80,  86-7.  96, 100, 102, 
104, 106-7,  no-3, 167 
Bohas  76 

Borg  216-19,  228,  246,  273 
Brockelmann  8, 11,  23,  43-4,  58,  62,  73, 
77,  96, 167,  244,  256,  259 
Brugmann  34 

Cantineau  201,  213,  235-6,  256-7 

Caskel  275 

Carbou  71,  106 

Carter  88,  92,  204,  208,  281 

Castellino  81 

Caubet  49,  51 

Chaudenson  17 

Chouemi  58 

Clements  187 

Cohen  47 

Corriente  5,  85-7, 100, 102, 104, 106, 109, 
114,  201,  213,  228,  233 
Cuvalay  112 

DabbaS/Al-DabbaaS  123-6, 129-30 
Dani  199 
Dereli  146 
Diakonoff  81 
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Diem  86-7,  96, 104, 114-5, 

117,  244 
Ditters  88 
Donner  14 
Doss  46 
Duri  125 
Dune  14 
Dussaud  20 

Ehret  16 
Eksell  113 
El-Gibali  44 

Farra?  5,  7,  n,  38,  40,  59,  61-3,  65-6,  70, 
89-90, 135,  260,  269,  281 
Farrukhi/Al-Farruxi  62 
Ferguson  9,  24-5,  27,  45-7 
Ferrando  102,  221,  273 
Fischer,  A.  259 

Fischer,  W.  n,  17,  29,  39-41,  43>  46-8, 

50-2, 57,  67 , 69-74, 77, 80,  85, 102, 
107, 111, 146,  259 
Fleisch  96, 198,  227,  229 
Fleischer  34,  38,  40-3,  45-6,  77 
Fournier  145 

Fuck  8-9,  23,  44-5,  62,  80 

Gee  27 
Gordon  83 
Greenberg  14 
Griinert  198-9 
Guillaume  76 
Guillot  70, 122 
Guthrie  14 

Hamza  124-5 
Harrison  35 
Hasselbach  264 
Haywood  63 
Heath  51 
Hecker  35 

Hetzron  79,  82, 106, 150, 171 

Holes  17,  29,  68, 104, 160, 165,  245,  249 


Ibn  Al-MuqaffaS  38 
Ibn  Al-Nadim  168 
Ibn  Al-Sarraj  1,  88 
Ibn  Jinni  1,  281 
Ibn  Kathir  124,  260 
Ibn  Mandur  58,  63,  65 
Ibn  Mujahid/Mujahid  6,  38,  59,  61, 120, 
122-6, 128-9, 132-3. 163. 199.  201, 
211,  223,  260 
Ibn  Muslim  156 
Ibn  YaSish  88 

Ibn  ‘Amir/Ibn  SAamir  124, 163,  260 
Imr  Al-Qays  231 

Ingham  49, 102, 105, 108-10, 144,  220, 
225,  247 
Isserlin  217,  228 
Slysaa  209 

Jahid  44-5 
Jankowsky  34 

Jastrow  47-8, 50-2, 57, 67, 69-72, 77, 107, 
111, 144, 146, 158-9, 162-4, 167, 170, 
179, 182, 198,  218-9,  228,  241,  277 
Jawhari  64 

Jazari/Ibn  Al-Jazariy  6, 122-4, 126, 
129-30, 133 
Johnstone  245 
Jong  de  14, 192,  239,  272-3 

Kahle  120, 134 
Kaufman  15-16, 137 
Kaye  71 

Khan  90, 144, 180-1,  217,  274 

Kiparsky  185, 189-90 

Kisa?i  58,  63-4, 121, 124-5, 133, 163, 199 

Kofler  58 

Koop  35 

Kusters  268 

Labov  225 
Landbergde  161 

Larcher  6-7,  21,  47,  62,  70,  76, 122 
Lethem  71 
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Levin  91, 112, 198,  202,  205,  217,  228 
Lewis  156 

Macdonald  275 
Mahdi  9,  46 
Mahra  123 
Malaika  144 
Mar^ais  51,  246 
Matisoff  16 
May  221 
Miller  28 

Mitchell  5,  52, 184,  214,  225,  254 
Molan  62 

Moscati  10,  79,  83-5, 105 
Mubarrad  282 
Murray  187 

Nafi‘  124 
Nassir  198 

Noldeke  39-40,  68,  96, 120-2, 129,  230 
Osthoff  34 

Owens  11, 14, 17-18,  28,  44,  51,  57,  75-6, 
89,  94, 102, 105-6, 112, 117, 143, 
145-7, 157, 170, 180, 184-5, 189, 
204,  214,  225,  278 

Pellat  62 

Petracek  84-5,  275 
Pommerol  143 
Prochazka,  S.  113,  218,  274 
Prochazka,  T.  74,  i73>  191,  !93 
Puin  6 

Qutrub  58,  61-3, 134-5 

Rabin  5, 12,  84-5,  87, 118 
Reckendorf  259 

Reichmuth  52, 102, 105-6, 108, 146-7 
Renfrew  16 

Retso  3, 14,  72, 112, 114, 161,  !68>  275 
Rosenhouse  108 
Ross  14 


Rossler  81 

Roth/Roth-Laly  145,  241 

Saeed  83 
Sakkaki  1 
Sarraj  11 

Sasse  49,  81-3, 144, 182,  218-19,  277 

Schaade  198 

Schabert  217 

Schleicher  34 

Seeger  160,  275 

ShafiSi  269 

Sibawaih  3,  5-8, 11,  21-3,  31,  38-9,  58-61, 
63,  67-8,  74-5,  80,  86-100, 102, 
105, 107, 109, 111-12, 115-16, 118, 
121, 125, 130-3, 135, 163, 171, 

174-5, 192, 194-5, 197-215,  217, 
220,  222-4,  226-9,  231-3, 

242,  244,  250,  253,  258, 

260-3,  281-2 
Singer  246 
Smart  44 
Soden  von  85, 110 
Spitaler  9, 114 
Suleimann  75 
Susi  125 
Suyuti  7,  75-6 
Swadesh  16 

Taine-Cheikh  272 
Talay  144, 180-82 
Talmon  89, 199,  209 
Talmoudi  246 
Thomason  15-16,  45,  >37 
Tosco  81-3 
Toumeux  145 

Trimingham  71 
Troupeau  211 

Vanhove  216-17 
Vennemann  187 

Versteegh  17,  23,  28,  46-7,  70,  76,  89-90, 

112, 135, 146 
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Voigt  81 

Vollers  62, 114, 119-22, 135-6,  265 

Wallin  41-2 
Wansbrough  119, 134 
Wehr  210 
Wellens  23 
Weninger  no 
Werbeck  48 
Wilkinson  275 

Woidich  28,  48, 108-9, 173, 182,  239 
Wright  64 


Xalil  208,  209,  242 

Ya'qub  124 
Yunus  209 

Zaborski  114 
Zamaxshari  198-9,  281-2 
Zeltner  145 

Zimmermann  52, 146,  251-2 
Zwettler  8 
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Aajiri  276-7,  280 
Aazex  139,  219,  241,  252-3,  274,  283 
Abbeche  Arabic  141, 145, 148, 150, 176-7, 
179, 182,  241,  271,  276-80 
Abu  Dhabi  254 

Afghanistan  Arabic  102, 105, 106 
Afroasiatic  72,  79-80,  83-5, 101, 115, 118 
?Ahl  Al-hijaz  208 
Ajarma  240,  273,  284 
Akkadian  10,  30,  83-5,  no,  114, 150 
Alawite  283 

Alawite  Turkey  248,  274 
Algerian  220 

Al-Mudawwar  139,  240-1,  243,  275,  284 
Al-Nadhir  240  see  also  An-Nadhiir 
Anatolian  18,  217 
Anatolian  Qiltu  278 
Anatolian  Qultu  144, 154~5>  170_1>  x79> 
218 

SAnaza  Dialect  236,  257 
Ancient  West  Arabian  12 
Andalusian  Arabic  31, 163,  213,  221,  223 
An-Nadhiir  139,  275,  284;  see  also  Al- 
Nadhir 

Arabian  Peninsular  Dialects  18,  41.  l6o> 
190,  258 
SArabiya  23 
Arabkhona  52 
Aramaic  83,  86, 110,  244,  273 
Asiatic  Arabic  28 

As-Suwwadiyya  139>  24°>  245>  25°>  275> 
284 
Awngi  82 

Bagirmi  Arabic  145, 159-61-  V0’ 1/2’ 177, 
182,  240,  243-5.  247>  271,  276.  279 


Bahariyya  Arabic  48-50, 139, 190,  243, 
248,  252,  254-5,  272 
Bantu  14 
Banu  Assad  263 
Baskinta  139,  248,  273 
Bdul  Dialect  139,  239-40,  246,  248,  273, 
284 

Benghazi  Arabic  215,  225 
Berber  80, 101 

Cairene  Arabic  13, 17-18,  24,  26, 108, 149, 
160,  235,  247,  253,  272 
Cameroonian  Arabic  145 
Central  Cushitic  82 
Central  Morocco  49  -50 
Chadian  Arabic  28, 106, 108-9, 112, 145, 
148, 151,  239,  279 
Chadic  80-1 

Christian  Baghdadi  144, 147. 149,  i70> 
218-19,  224,  241,  274,  276-7, 
279-80,  283 
Cilician  Arabic  113,  218 
Classical  Arabic  5,  8,  9-i2>  20>  23~5.  32> 
39-43,  45,  47,  57,  68,  70-3,  80, 
84-6,  90,  96,  98-100, 102, 

104-7, 109-16, 119, 131, 134, 163, 
167, 174, 190, 194-6,  206,  230, 

233,  235,  238,  255-6,  260,  262, 
264-5,  281-  284 
Creole  13, 16-7,  23>  28 
Cushitic  80-3 

Cypriot  Arabic  218-19,  241,  248,  252,  254, 
273-4,  283 

Daaxila  182 

Damascene  Arabic  48,  69 
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Daragozii  139, 144, 149, 182,  241,  252,  274, 
276-80,  283;  see  also  Kozluk 
Group 
Djeinau  52 
Djidjelli  17,  51,  246 

East  African  Nubi  23-4 
Eastern  Arabian  245 
Eastern  Arabic  60 

Eastern  Libyan  Arabic  52,  66, 107—11, 139, 
160, 163, 184, 190-4,  201-2, 212-16, 
219-21,  223-24,  229,  254-5,  257, 
272 

Eblaitic  84 

Esyptisn  Arabic  26,  28,  81, 106, 109, 147, 
185 

English  151 

Ethiopic  Semitic  Languages  84, 150 

Faarisi  64 
Fulfulde  19 
Fushaa  11 

Galilee  108, 139,  273 
German  198 
Germanic  36 
GoSoz  84,  ioi,  no,  115 
Ghaamid  74 
Gharyan  139,  272 

Gilit/Golst,  Qultu  dialects  49, 109, 144-5, 
147. 149-50, 154-5. 158-9, 162-64, 
170-1, 181-2, 219-20, 223, 248, 250, 
252-3,  274,  278,  280,  282 
Baghdad  Qultu  154-5,  280 
Euphrates  Qultu  144 
Iraqi  Gilit  164, 192 
Iraqi  Qultu  13, 164, 167, 171, 180 
Kurdistan  Qultu  144 
Mesopotamian  Gilit  149, 154,  254 
Mesopotamian  Qultu  154, 162-4, 177, 
212,  223-4,  228,  242,  248 
Non-Baghdadi  Qultu  Dialects  154-5, 
280 


Northern  Iraqi  Qultu  170 
Tigris  Qultu  144 
Gozitan  217 
Gulf  Dialects  182 
Gulf  Pidgin  Arabic  44 

Hatay  139 
Hebrew  83, 110, 115 
Highland  East  Cushitic  82 
Highland  Yemeni  48-9,  67, 109, 111 
Hiit  139, 144, 151, 178, 181,  217,  276-80 
Hijazi  Arabic  67, 109, 136, 190, 193,  207 
Hofuf  18, 139,  240,  243,  250,  254, 

275,  284 

Holistic  Arabic  34,  38,  40-1,  77 
Horan  50, 108 

Icelandic  36 

Indo-European  34-5,79 
Iraqi  29, 108-9, 185 
Israeli  245 

Jewish  Baghdadi  97, 144, 149, 170, 175, 
178,  218-19,  223,  241,  274,  276-7, 
283 

Jewish  Hiit  274 
Jewish  Middle  Arabic  106 
Jogari  52, 139,  275 
Jordanian  225,  245 

Khaweetna  139, 144, 178, 180-2,  274, 
277-80 

Khorasan  Arabic  139,  237,  240,  243,  254, 
275 

Kirenawa  276-80 
Koine  47, 171;  see  also  poetic  koine 
Koranic  Arabic  58 
Kozluk  Group  144;  see  also 
Daragozii 

Levantine  Arabic  48 
Lingua  Franca  17 
Literary  Arabic  38 


Mada  280 

Maltese  17-18, 139, 163,  201,  215-17,  219, 
221-4,  226,  228-9,  273,  283 
Mardin  49-50, 139, 144, 149.  '75,  l82, 
218-19,  241,  243,  252-3,  274, 
276-80,  283 

Mauritanian  Arabic  165 
MaSlula  Aramaic  244 
Mesopotamian  31, 140, 152-9, 164, 166, 
169, 171, 175-7,  '79,  2!2,  219,  221-3, 
228,  241-2,  274-5 

Middle  Arabic  7-8,  41,  46-7,  87, 111, 115 
Middle  Egyptian  36 
Middle  English  36 
Modern  English  36 
Modern  Hebrew  150 
Modern  Standard  Arabic  5,  9 
Morrocan  Arabic  51,  220 
Morrocan  Koine  51 

Muslim  Baghdadi  144,  H7>  151>  224,  274, 
276-80,  283 


Northeast  Arabian  Dialects  252-3 
Northeastern  Arabian  Peninsular 
Dialects  247 

Northern  Arabian  Dialects  249,  275 
Northern  Mesopotamian  273 
Northern  Rural  Palestinian  245 
Northern  Sinaitic  Littoral  185 

Old  Arabic  2, 4-6, 11-12, 14-15,  20, 22-4, 
26-7,  30-2,  34,  37-8,  41-8,  50-3, 
57,  59,  61,  63,  66-74,  77-8,  80, 
86-7,  89,  97, 103-4, 107, 1U_13' 
115, 118-19, 129, 133, 135-6, 159, 161, 
163, 167, 184, 192,  194-5, 197, 
228-9,  231-2,  238,  252,  257,  259, 
262,  264-8,  282 
Old  Egyptian  36 
Old  English  36 
Old  Semitic  114 
Oman  Arabic  50,  240,  250 
Oromo  81-2 


Nabataean  Arabic  20,  87 

Najdi  Arabic  13,  41-2,  48-9,  60, 102, 

105-6, 108-11, 113, 136, 139, 192-94, 
220,  240,  248,  250,  254,  271,  275, 
283 

Neo-Arabic  2,  20,  24,  27,  30-2,  34,  37-8, 
41-8,  50-2,  69-74,  77-8,  86, 107, 
111-13, 156-7, 167, 185, 19°,  257, 
268 

New  Arabic  2,  23,  47,  78,  m>  u3>  see 
also  Neo-Arabic 
New  Egyptian  36 

Nigerian  Arabic  13, 17— 19>  25-6,  29  3°, 

51,53,55-7,59,63-7,103-5,107-9, 

111, 113, 145, 149-5°,  157-9, 171’ 
179-81, 184-5.  i87, 189-96,  205, 
239,  241-2,  258,  261,  267,  279 
Non-Bagirmi  Western  Sudanic 
Arabic  150,160 

North  African  17-18,  28,  49,  5i>  i®5» 19 
192—3,  226,  253 


Palestinian  245 
Peninsular  Dialects  248,  250 


Persian  65 

Persian  Gulf  Dialects  173 


Phoenecian  83 
pidgin  Arabic  13 
Poetic  Arabic  21 

Poetic  Koine  y 7y,  see  also  Koine 

Post-Classical  Arabic  41,  43,  46  7 
Post-Diasporic  Arabic  3',  '37 


Old  Arabic  226,230 

;lassical  Arabic  39-40,68 

;lassical  Literary  Arabic  40 
Hasponc  Arabic  2-4, 14,  24,  29. 
31-2,  69, 105, 114,137,139-4°. 
161-7, 169.  223,  238,  240,  242  3, 
245,  255,  257,  266-7 

slamic  Koine  }r,  see  also  poetic 
koine  and  Pre-Islanuc  Poetry 
slamic  Old  Arabic  111 
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Pre-Western  Sudanic  Arabic  149 
Proto-Afroasiatic  114 
Proto-Arabic  2,  4-5, 10, 14, 19,  31,  72,  77, 
80,  85,  87,  ioi,  111, 113-16, 118, 129, 
135. 151. 159. 165, 167-8,  223, 
238-40,  267-8 
Proto-Cushitic  81 
Proto-Neo-Arabic  2,  73-4 
Proto-Nigerian  Arabic  190 
Proto-Peripheral  Arabic  2 
Proto-Semitic  72,  80,  83-4, 105, 110, 
114-15,  264-5,  267 
Proto-Southern  Hijazi  190 
Proto-Yemeni  190 

Qauz  139,  248,  275,  284 
Qaysi  200-1,  208 

Rwala  110,  240,  247,  250,  254-5,  275,  283 
Saharan  Dialect  51 

SanSaa?  250,  254,  275,  28^  , $ A W v 
Saudi  Arabian  42  ' ' ,-r./ 

Saudi  Arabian  Tihama  74  ? ,/ 

Semitic  10, 30, 35,  43-4, 72, 79-85, 'ioo-i, 
105, 110-11, 115, 118, 150,  264-5,  267 
Shatt  Al-Arab  278 

Shuknyya  Arabic  31,  52,  66, 102, 105, 108, 
141, 143. 146-7, 152-5, 161, 165-6, 
i7i>  179, 183, 185,  240,  244,  248, 

272,  280 
Sidamo  82 

Siirt  139. 144. 149. 179,  274,  276,  279-80 
Sinai  Dialects  192,  239 
Somali  82 

Soukhne  18, 139,  244-6,  250,  273,  283 
South  Arabian  Languages  84,  275 
Southern  Borno  Arabic  278 
Southern  Hijazi  Dialects  190, 193-6 
Southern  Jordanian  192 
Southern  Mesopotamian  (Dialects)  144, 
165,  224-5,  229,  245,  278,  280 


Spanish  Arabic  102, 104-5,  i°9>  111,  213, 
228 

Standard  Arabic  5, 12,  20-1,  24-5,  38, 
46-7,  74-5, 165, 171, 174-7,  239. 
241,  245-6,  263,  276 
Standard  Classical  Arabic  39 
Standard  Maltese  217,  223 
Sudanic  Arabic  Dialects  71, 102, 105, 108, 
161, 166 
Susa  17-9,  246 
Syrian  Arabic  185,  245 

Tamimi  60,  98-9,  207-8,  263 
Teerib  139,  241,  273,  283 
Tihama  149,  245 

Tihama  Yemeni  26,  50, 102, 104, 106, 109, 
111,  117 

Tripolitanian  139, 173, 182 
Tunisian  17,  220 

Ugaritic  83-4 
Upper  Egypt  Dialect  146 
Urban  Baghdadi  109, 111 
Urban  Neo-Arabic  42 
Ur-Semitic  110 

Uzbekistan  Arabic  31,  50,  52, 102, 106, 
109, 142-4, 146-7, 149-50, 152-5, 
157-67, 169, 171-2, 175-6, 182,  243, 
248,  251-2,  267,  275,  280 

Vulgar  Arabic  265 

Western  Arabic  28 
Western  Libyan  Arabic  26 
Western  Nigerian  Arabic  271 
Western  Sudanic  Arabic  13,  31,  48—50, 
108, 140, 145-50, 152-7, 159-60, 
164-6, 169-73, 175-6, 181,  191-2, 
234>  239,  241-3,  245-8,  254,  261, 
271,  280 

Yemeni  109, 117, 190, 194,  244 


